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e d i to r ’s n ot e

Politics and Religion
A prevailing sentiment holds that there are two topics thoughtful people
ought to avoid in polite company—politics and religion. In a day when two
Latter-day Saint Republicans have chosen to seek their party’s nomination
for the highest office in the land, it is hard to conform to that etiquette. In
a time described by pundits and media moguls as a “Mormon moment,” the
Church and its members are being invited regularly to express themselves,
explain themselves, and set the record straight. More and more people tend
to talk about us, and a surprising number are seeking to talk with us. Latterday Saints have been involved in public lectures and even in debates with
persons of other faiths since the beginning of this dispensation. Some of
these encounters have generated far more heat than light, or to look at it
from the opposite direction, far more iciness than insight. For that reason,
missionaries and rank-and-file Saints have generally been discouraged from
participating in such activities. For example, during the 1960s, ecumenical
efforts by various religious groups resulted in more doctrinal dilution and
compromise than the groups were comfortable with. Consequently, when
Latter-day Saints and evangelical Christians began a formal dialogue in
2000, justifiable concern was expressed about the motives and objectives of
the participants. In this case, however, both groups were intent on clarifying
meaning, correcting misperceptions, building relationships, and achieving
understanding—and doing so without compromising one jot or tittle of
doctrine. The rest is history, some of which is described in this volume. There
are simply too many troublesome issues in our society, issues that threaten
time-honored religious and family values, for people who share a belief in the
redemptive power of Jesus Christ to allow theological differences to prevent
them from working together to stem the tide of growing secularism and the
erosion of moral values. Hence, we felt it worthwhile to devote a portion of
an issue of the Religious Educator to the value of interfaith activity. We hope
you as readers find this report as stimulating as it has been for us to compile.

Robert L. Millet
Editor
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Engaging without
Being Defensive
elder m. russell ball ard

Elder M. Russell Ballard is a member of the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles.

From a BYU commencement address on August 13, 2009.

W

e are in a titanic struggle, my brothers and sisters. From the dawn of
mankind’s history it has always been so. Good and evil have always been
with us, and so has the right to choose between them. I want to share some
thoughts about standing firm for the truth.
Recently I saw some research about how other people see members of the
Church. I have long been interested in this subject because I have had somewhat to do with missionary work in my Church assignments. Knowing how
people see us is an important part of understanding how best to explain ourselves. This particular piece of research suggested that members of our Church
can sometimes appear very defensive to those who are not members of the
Church. One respondent went so far as to say that when Mormons are explaining their beliefs, they speak in terms that suggest they are expecting criticism.
This was not the first time I have heard that kind of observation. But the
more I have thought about it, the more I understand how easy it is, if we are
not careful, to convey defensiveness in our communications with others.
1

2
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I think I understand something of the reasons. From the time Joseph
Smith walked out of the Sacred Grove in the spring of 1820, there have been
those who have reacted negatively, even with hostility, to our message. Joseph
tells us in his own words that the first time he attempted to share what he had
seen with someone outside the family, it wasn’t a pleasant experience. The
Protestant minister with whom he shared his message told him that “it was all
of the devil” ( Joseph Smith—History 1:21) and that there was no such thing
as visions and revelations anymore. The more the Church grew, the more it
seemed to attract hostility. The small band of faithful Saints was driven from
one place to another. It must have seemed to Joseph that it could not get much
worse than the terrible suffering at Liberty Jail followed by the governor of
Missouri issuing the extermination order against members of the Church. Of
course it did get worse, and Joseph and Hyrum paid for their work, testimonies, and faith with their lives. That was the final act that launched the great
trek west led by Brigham Young, bringing us to this American wilderness, a
place of refuge in the Rocky Mountains.
That is now an indelible part of history. You have heard the stories of
hardship and sacrifice since you were a small child. Even converts to the
Church who had no ancestors who survived those times embrace the people
and the events of our early history as part of their own heritage. The stories
both inspire and motivate us, as they should, and I hope and pray that in
our relative comfort we will never forget those sturdy and faithful Latter-day
Saints and the lessons we can learn from them.
And yet “this isn’t 1830, and there aren’t just six of us” anymore.1 Could
part of the defensiveness that others see in us suggest that we still expect to be
treated as a disliked minority, forced to flee to the West? In our interactions
with others are we expecting always to have to defend ourselves? If so, I think
we need to make a course correction. Constantly anticipating criticisms or
objections can lead to an unhealthy self-consciousness and a defensive posture that doesn’t resonate well with others. It is inconsistent with where we
are today as a Church and as a great body of the followers of Jesus Christ.
As in all things, we can look to the Savior as our Exemplar. He faced tremendous hostility from the outset of His ministry. When He first preached
in the synagogues at Nazareth, some wanted to throw Him off a cliff. Yet He
did not allow Himself to be intimidated. He knew that for the most part He
would be misunderstood. Yet He was fearless in declaring His gospel, using
such phrases as “Some say unto you” followed by “but I say unto you.” He
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knew what He wanted to say, and He said it without apology. As the scriptures say, “He taught them as one having authority, and not as the scribes”
(Matthew 7:29; see also Mark 1:22).
If we want to be respected today for who we are, then we need to act confidently—secure in the knowledge of who we are and what we stand for—and
not as if we have to apologize for our beliefs. That doesn’t mean we should be
arrogant or overbearing. Respect for others’ views should always be a basic
principle for us—it’s built right into the Articles of Faith. But when we act
as if we are a persecuted minority or as if we expect to be misunderstood or
criticized, people will sense it and respond accordingly.
I invite those of you who are returned missionaries to be especially sensitive to this. You spent two years knocking on doors and dealing with every
conceivable question and objection. It is easy in your conversations to think
you are still knocking on doors. You’re not. If you are in a position to share
what you believe, there’s no need to tread so carefully that you look like you
are being evasive or anticipating criticism. The Apostle Paul said, “I am not
ashamed of the gospel of [ Jesus] Christ” (Romans 1:16)—neither should any
of us be. I look forward to and greatly appreciate every opportunity I have to
share my testimony of the marvelous message of the Restoration. And I cannot ever remember offending anyone in the process.
One of the reasons why this subject is relevant to you today is because the
Church is getting stronger. In the United States, we are now the fourth-largest
church. Latter-day Saints are everywhere, in communities from coast to coast,
north to south. While our numbers may be more concentrated in the West,
it is becoming more and more common for people in the country to know
a Latter-day Saint personally. In addition, many members of the Church
have achieved social prominence. A recent Time magazine article about the
Church noted this fact and ran several photographs of prominent Latter-day
Saints.2
This prominence alone ensures that the Church is going to be talked
about more and more and that Latter-day Saints are going to find themselves
in more and more gospel discussions. That’s why I have chosen this subject.
You need to be honest, open, forthright, engaging, respectful of others’ views,
and completely nondefensive about your own.
I’m going to give you two suggestions for how to engage in conversations
nondefensively.

4
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The first suggestion: don’t let irrelevant issues drown out the more important subjects.
Our Church members have too often allowed others to set the conversational agenda. An example is polygamy. This ended in the Church as an
official practice in 1890. Why are we still talking about it? It was a practice. It
ended. We moved on. If people ask you about polygamy, just acknowledge it
was once a practice in our Church but is not now and that people shouldn’t
confuse any polygamists with our Church. In ordinary conversations, don’t
waste time trying to justify the practice of polygamy during Old Testament
times or speculating as to why it was practiced for a time in the nineteenth
century. Those may be legitimate topics for historians and scholars, but I
think we simply reinforce the stereotypes when we make it a primary topic of
conversations about the Church.
I realize that sometimes these conversations are triggered by stories
that appear in the media. That doesn’t change anything. Earlier this year a
TV cable network series about polygamists depicted the sacred temple ceremony. That portrayal caused great concern among Church members, which
is understandable. We were all offended by it. But I refer you to an article in
response that was placed by the Public Affairs Department of the Church
on its Newsroom website at that time. As I quote from it, listen to the tone.
There is nothing defensive about it, yet it was responding to an inappropriate
portrayal of one of our most sacred religious ceremonies:
Like other large faith groups, The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints sometimes finds itself on the receiving end of attention from Hollywood or Broadway,
television series or books, and the news media. Sometimes depictions of the Church
and its people are quite accurate. Sometimes the images are false or play to stereotypes. Occasionally, they are in appallingly bad taste.
As Catholics, Jews and Muslims have known for centuries, such attention is
inevitable once an institution or faith group reaches a size or prominence sufficient
to attract notice.

The article then goes on to discourage the idea of an organized boycott
of the network or affiliated businesses, which was being actively promoted on
the Internet among some of our members. Continuing the Newsroom quote:
The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints as an institution does not call for
boycotts. Such a step would simply generate the kind of controversy that the media
loves and in the end would increase audiences for the series . . . . Latter-day Saints
should conduct themselves with dignity and thoughtfulness.
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Not only is this the model that Jesus Christ taught and demonstrated in His
own life, but it also reflects the reality of the strength and maturity of Church members today . . . .
If the Church allowed critics and opponents to choose the ground on which
its battles are fought, it would risk being distracted from the focus and mission it
has pursued successfully for nearly 180 years. Instead, the Church itself will determine its own course as it continues to preach the restored gospel of Jesus Christ
throughout the world.3

Let me give you another example in recent memory. A year or two ago,
an independent film group made a movie about the Mountain Meadows
Massacre. To describe this as a really bad B movie would be generous. Frankly,
it was just awful—even the Hollywood critics panned it. The promoters did
everything they could to provoke the Church into making it a major topic of
conversation. In fact, we completely ignored it. We refused to allow them to
set the agenda. The result: a big flop at the box office and presumably a lot of
red ink in the promoter’s bank account. Meanwhile, we continue to respond
to and reach out in constructive and intelligent ways with the descendants
of those who were involved in those terrible events at Mountain Meadows.
Recently the Church has published a well-researched book titled Massacre at
Mountain Meadows that documents the facts surrounding this tragedy.4
My second suggestion: emphasize that Latter-day Saints follow Jesus
Christ and what He teaches—that we try to follow Him in all we do.
When all is said and done, the most important thing about you and your
testimony is that you base your beliefs on what Jesus Christ taught and that
you try to follow Him by living your life in a way that is acceptable to our
Heavenly Father and to the Lord.
This is your foundation. It was Joseph Smith’s foundation. He said, “The
fundamental principles of our religion are the testimony of the Apostles and
Prophets, concerning Jesus Christ, that He died, was buried, and rose again
the third day, and ascended into heaven; and all other things which pertain
to our religion are only appendages to it.”5
Whenever you are having a conversation about the Church, you should
try to make this a point. We follow Jesus Christ. We try to live as He taught.
That’s the basis of our faith and our lives. This is the strongest nondefensive
position you can take. You don’t have to defend or justify anything when you
are basing your position on the teachings of the Son of God and the fact that
you are doing your best to keep His commandments.

6
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Doc Christensen, Scripture Study.

It is a great blessing to have the doctrines of Jesus Christ, which are clear
to those who study the scriptures and embrace His teachings. As we follow
the doctrine of the Lord Jesus Christ, we come to know that all of us are the
children of God and that He loves us. By following Christ we know where we
came from before we were born, we know our purpose for being here on the
earth, and we know where we will go when we leave this earth life. The plan
of salvation is clear; it is God’s plan for the eternal happiness of His children.

It is a great blessing to have the doctrines of Jesus Christ, which are clear to those who study the scriptures
and embrace his teachings.
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There are commandments that God has given for men and women to live
by. They are His commandments, and no one is authorized to change them
except it be by direct revelation to God’s chosen prophet.
People throughout the world are drifting further and further away from
the teachings of the Lord toward a secular society that the Apostle Paul
described: “For the time will come when they will not endure sound doctrine;
but after their own lusts shall they heap to themselves teachers, having itching
ears; And they shall turn away their ears from the truth” (2 Timothy 4:3–4).
Today is the day and the time Paul saw. There is an ever-growing number
of people who believe that there is no God, no Christ, no plan of redemption,
no Atonement, no repentance, no forgiveness, no life after death, no resurrection, no eternal life, and no eternal families sealed together forever.
How empty life must be without the blessings of the fulness of the
restored gospel of Jesus Christ!
Now, my brothers and sisters, we follow Jesus Christ. We know the plan
of happiness, the great plan of redemption through the Lord Jesus Christ. You
know the doctrines of Jesus Christ. You must strive now and always to live by
them. Upon your generation will rest the responsibility to teach the doctrines
of the Lord and to know how to build up His Church. Please remember that
you do not need to feel like you must justify your beliefs; you simply need to
explain them in a spirit of love and kindness. The truth always prevails when
true doctrine is taught.
Here are just a few examples:
1. We follow Jesus Christ’s doctrine of service to our fellowman. We serve
both our members and those who are not members. The great work we do in
humanitarian service throughout the world relieves suffering and hardship.
We do all we can by sharing our resources of time and money to meet the
needs of both our members and those of other faiths, recognizing that “inasmuch as ye have done it unto one of the least of these my brethren, ye have
done it unto me” (Matthew 25:40).
2. We follow Jesus Christ’s doctrine of striving to live the Word of Wisdom,
which is a sound way to enjoy a healthy physical body. We avoid drug abuse of
all kinds, because our bodies house our eternal spirits and because happiness
in this life is obtained by being spiritually strong and physically healthy.
3. We follow Jesus Christ by living the law of chastity. God gave this commandment, and He has never revoked it nor changed it. This law is clear and
simple. No one is to engage in sexual relationships out of the bounds the Lord
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has set. This applies to homosexual behavior of any kind and to heterosexual
relationships outside of marriage. It is a sin to violate the law of chastity.
4. We follow Jesus Christ by adhering to God’s law of marriage, which is
marriage between one man and one woman. This commandment has been
in place from the very beginning. God said, “Therefore shall a man leave his
father and his mother, and shall cleave unto his wife: and they shall be one
flesh” (Genesis 2:24). God instructed Adam and Eve that they were to “be
fruitful, and multiply, and replenish the earth, and subdue it” (Genesis 1:28).
Modern-day prophets and apostles reaffirmed this command in “The Family:
A Proclamation to the World,” issued in 1995. It reads, “God has commanded
that the sacred powers of procreation are to be employed only between man
and woman, lawfully wedded as husband and wife . . . . The family is ordained
of God. Marriage between man and woman is essential to His eternal plan.”6
5. We follow Jesus Christ and teach the first principles of the gospel and
all of the other wonderful doctrines of the Restoration that, when embraced
and lived, bring peace, joy, and happiness to the sons and daughters of God.
Brothers and sisters, it is just this simple. May God bless you as you go
out into the world and fulfill your pursuits, finding happiness and knowing
that by following the teachings of Jesus Christ you will have peace, joy, and
happiness in your lives.
I want to leave you my testimony. I bear witness to you that Jesus is the
Christ. He is the Son of God. He does live. This is His Church. We are on His
errand. He has given us teachings and commandments. We should understand them and teach them with love, power, and spiritual strength.
I invoke a blessing upon you that our Heavenly Father will enlighten you
and bless you in every way when you have the opportunity to explain to the
world the marvelous message of the Restoration and that as you explain to
those who are not members of the Church that you may be blessed, that you
may have heavenly direction, and that you may stand positive in your own
feelings, never feeling that you need to be on the defensive being a member
of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. May God grant you every
blessing and righteous desire of your heart is my humble prayer. In the name
of Jesus Christ, amen.
© 2011 by Intellectual Reserve, Inc. All rights reserved.
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Notes
1. Harold B. Lee to Boyd K. Packer, in Boyd K. Packer, “The Standard of Truth Has
Been Erected,” Ensign, November 2003, 26.
2. See “The Storm over the Mormons,” Time, June 22, 2009, 48–53; also online revised
title, “The Church and Gay Marriage: Are Mormons Misunderstood?”
3. “The Publicity Dilemma,” news release, March 9, 2009, http://newsroom.lds.org/
ldsnewsroom/eng/commentary/the-publicity-dilemma.
4. See Ronald W. Walker, Richard E. Turley Jr., and Glen M. Leonard, Massacre at
Mountain Meadows (Oxford: New York: Oxford University Press, 2008).
5. History of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, ed. B. H. Roberts, 2nd ed. rev.
(Salt Lake City: Deseret Book, 1978), 3:30.
6. The First Presidency and Council of the Twelve Apostles, “The Family: A Proclamation to the World,” Ensign, November 1995, 102.

Elder Jeffrey R. Holland
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Standing Together for
the Cause of Christ
elder jeffrey r. holl and

Elder Jeffrey R. Holland is a member of the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles.

Address to Christian leaders in Salt Lake City, March 10, 2011.

I

am honored to be with you tonight and am grateful you have chosen to
visit Salt Lake City. You have not asked me here to make—nor would I
accept the invitation to make—some sort of ecumenical statement. There is
nothing of that in what we are doing. We all are who we are and believe what
we believe. In saying that, I acknowledge at the outset important doctrinal
differences between us. But I also acknowledge that what we have in common
is good, so extensive and so potentially powerful in addressing the ills of society, that we ought in the fellowship of Christ to know and understand each
other better than we do. It is in that spirit that I come tonight.
My remarks here will be my own and carry no official declaration from
the Church. That is the spirit in which I have come, extending to you not only
my own affection and goodwill but also that of my colleagues who constitute
the presiding officers of our Church. At the close of your conference meetings,
we hope you will leave knowing that you were both loved and welcome here
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and that perhaps a significant step forward in the Christian community has
been taken.
Friends, you know what I know—that there is in the modern world so
much sin and moral decay affecting everyone, especially the young, and it
seems to be getting worse by the day. You and I share so many concerns about
the spread of pornography and poverty, abuse and abortion, illicit sexual
transgression (both heterosexual and homosexual), violence, crudity, cruelty,
and temptation, all glaring as close as your daughter’s cell phone or your son’s
iPad. Surely there is a way for people of goodwill who love God and have
taken upon themselves the name of Christ to stand together for the cause
of Christ and against the forces of sin. In this we have every right to be bold
and believing, for “if God be for us, who can be against us?” (Romans 8:31).
You serve and preach, teach and labor in that confidence, and so do I. And in
doing so I believe we can trust in that next verse from Romans as well, “He
that spared not his own Son, but delivered him up for us all, how shall he not
with him also freely give us all things?” I truly believe that if across the world
we can all try harder not to separate each other from the “love of Christ,” we
will be “more than conquerors through him that loved us” (vv. 35, 37).
I don’t need to tell anyone in this room that Latter-day Saints and more
traditional Christians have not always met on peaceful terms. From the time
in the early nineteenth century when Joseph Smith came from his youthful
revelatory epiphany and made his bold declaration regarding it, our exchanges
have too often been anything but cordial. And yet, strangely enough—and I
cannot help but believe this to be a part of a divine orchestration of events
in these troubled times—LDS and Christian academics and church figures
have been drawn together for a number of years in what I think has become
a provocative and constructive theological dialogue. It has been an honest
effort to understand and be understood, an endeavor to dispel myths and
misrepresentations on both sides, a labor of love in which the participants
have felt motivated by and moved upon with a quiet force deeper and more
profound than a typical interfaith exchange.
The first of those formal dialogues took place in the spring of 2000 at
Brigham Young University in Provo, Utah, where, in an earlier life, I served
as president. Among our guests were Richard Mouw of Fuller Theological
Seminary; Craig Blomberg of Denver Seminary; Greg Johnson of Provo,
Utah; Craig Hazen of Biola University; David Neff of Christianity Today; and
Carl Moser, currently on the faculty at Eastern University in Philadelphia. On
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the LDS side, participants included Stephen Robinson, Robert Millet, Roger
Keller, David Paulsen, Daniel Judd, and Andrew Skinner, all from Brigham
Young University. Names and faces have changed somewhat, but the dialogue
has continued.
I am told that over the next decade they came prepared (through readings of articles and books) to discuss a number of doctrinal subjects, including
the Fall of man, the Atonement of Jesus Christ, scripture, revelation, grace
and works, Trinity/Godhead, deification, authority, and Joseph Smith. The
dialogues were held not only at BYU and Fuller, but also at Nauvoo, Illinois;
Palmyra, New York; Chicago and Wheaton College in Illinois; and at regular
meetings of the American Academy of Religion.
As the dialogue began to take shape, it was apparent that the participants
were searching for a paradigm of some sort, a model, a point of reference—
were these to be confrontations? Arguments? Debates? Were they to produce
a winner and a loser? Just how candid and earnest were they expected to be?
Some of the Latter-day Saints wondered: Do the “other guys” see these conversations as our “tryouts” for a place on the Christian team? Is it a grand
effort to “fix” Mormonism, to make it more traditionally Christian, more
acceptable to skeptical onlookers? In turn, some of our Christian friends
wondered: Are those “other guys” for real? Or is this just another form of
their missionary proselytizing? Is what they are saying an accurate expression of LDS belief ? Can a person be a New Testament Christian and yet not
subscribe to later creeds which most of traditional Christianity adopted? A
question that continued to come up on both sides was, Just how much “bad
theology” can the grace of God compensate for? Before too long, those kinds
of issues became part of the dialogue itself, and in the process, the tension
began to dissipate.
My LDS friends tell me that the initial feeling of formality has given way
to a much more amiable informality, a true form of brother- and sisterhood,
with a kindness in disagreement, a respect for opposing views, and a feeling of
responsibility to truly understand (if not necessarily agree with) those not of
his or her own faith—a responsibility to represent one’s doctrines and practices accurately and grasp those of others in the same way. In the words of
Richard Mouw, the dialogues came to enjoy “convicted civility.”1
Realizing that the Latter-day Saints have quite a different hierarchal and
organizational structure than the vast evangelical world, no official representative of the Church has participated in these talks, nor have there been any
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ecclesiastical overtones to them. Like you, we have no desire to compromise
our doctrinal distinctiveness or forfeit the beliefs that make us who we are.
We are eager, however, not to be misunderstood, not to be accused of beliefs
we do not hold, and not to have our commitment to Christ and His gospel
dismissed out of hand, to say nothing of being demonized in the process.
Furthermore, we are always looking for common ground and common
partners in the hands-on work of the ministry. We would be eager to join
hands with our friends in a united Christian effort to strengthen families
and marriages, to demand more morality in media, to provide humane relief
effort in times of natural disasters, to address the ever-present plight of the
poor, and in more recent months, to guarantee the freedom of religion that
will allow all of us to speak out on matters of Christian conscience regarding
the social issues of our time.
In this latter regard, the day must never come that you and I or any other
responsible cleric in this nation is forbidden to preach from his or her pulpit
the doctrine we hold in our heart to be true. But in light of recent sociopolitical events and current legal challenges stemming from them, particularly
regarding the sanctity of marriage, that day could come unless we act decisively in preventing it.2 The larger and more united the Christian voice, the
more likely we are to carry the day in these matters. In that regard we should
remember the Savior’s warning against “a house divided against itself,” a
house which finds it “cannot stand” against more united foes pursuing an
often unholy agenda (see Luke 11:17).
Building on some of this past history and desirous that we not disagree
where we don’t need to disagree, I wish to testify to you, our friends, of the
Christ we revere and adore in The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints.
We believe in the historical Jesus who walked the dusty paths of the Holy
Land and declare that He is one and the same God as the divine Jehovah of
the Old Testament. We declare Him to be both fully God in His divinity
and fully human in His mortal experience, the Son who was a God and the
God who was a Son; that He is, in the language of the Book of Mormon,
“the Eternal God” (see Book of Mormon, title page). We testify He is one
with the Father and the Holy Ghost, the Three being One: one in spirit, one
in strength, one in purpose, one in voice, one in glory, one in will, one in
goodness, and one in grace—one in every conceivable form and facet of unity
except that of their separate physical embodiment (see 3 Nephi 11:36). We
testify that Christ was born of His divine Father and a virgin mother, that
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from the age of twelve onward He was about His true Father’s business, that
in doing so He lived a perfect, sinless life and thus provided a pattern for all
who come unto Him for salvation.
In the course of that ministry, we bear witness of every sermon He ever
gave, every prayer He ever uttered, every miracle He ever called down from
heaven, and every redeeming act He ever performed. In this latter regard,
we testify that in fulfilling the divine plan for our salvation, He took upon
Himself all the sins, sorrows, and sicknesses of the world, bleeding at every
pore in the anguish of it all, beginning in Gethsemane and dying upon the
Cross of Calvary as a vicarious offering for those sins and sinners, including
for each of us in this room.
Early in the Book of Mormon, a Nephite prophet “saw that [ Jesus] was
lifted up on the cross and slain for the sins of the world” (1 Nephi 11:33).
Later, that same Lord affirmed: “Behold, I have given unto you my gospel, and
this is the gospel which I have given unto you—that I came into the world to
do the will of my Father, because my Father sent me. And my Father sent me
that I might be lifted up upon the cross” (3 Nephi 27:13–14; compare D&C
76:40–42). Indeed, it is a gift of the Spirit “to know that Jesus Christ is the
Son of God, and that he was crucified for the sins of the world” (D&C 46:13).
We declare that three days after the Crucifixion, He rose from the tomb
in glorious immortality, the first fruits of the resurrection, thereby breaking the physical bands of death and the spiritual bonds of hell, providing an
immortal future for both the body and the spirit, a future which can only
be realized in its full glory and grandeur by accepting Him and His name as
the only “name under heaven given among men, whereby we must be saved.”
Neither is there nor can there ever be “salvation in any other” (Acts 4:12).
We declare that He will come again to earth, this time in might, majesty, and
glory, to reign as King of Kings and Lord of Lords. This is the Christ whom
we praise, in whose grace we trust implicitly and explicitly, and who is “the
Shepherd and Bishop of [our] souls” (1 Peter 2:25).
Joseph Smith was once asked the question, “What are the fundamental
principles of your religion?” He replied, “The fundamental principles of our
religion are the testimony of the Apostles and Prophets, concerning Jesus
Christ, that he died, was buried, and rose again the third day, and ascended
into heaven; and all other things which pertain to our religion are only
appendages to it.”3
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As a rule, Latter-day Saints are known as an industrious group, a worksconscious people. For us, the works of righteousness, what we might call
“dedicated discipleship,” are an unerring measure of the reality of our faith;
we believe with James, the brother of Jesus, that true faith always manifests
itself in faithfulness. We teach that those Puritans were closer to the truth
than they realized when they expected a “godly walk” from those under covenant. Salvation and eternal life are free (see 2 Nephi 2:4); indeed, they are
the greatest of all the gifts of God (see D&C 6:13; 14:7). Nevertheless, we
teach that one must prepare to receive those gifts by declaring and demonstrating “faith in the Lord Jesus Christ”—by trusting in and relying upon “the
merits, and mercy, and grace of the Holy Messiah,” a phrase taken from the
Book of Mormon (2 Nephi 2:8; see also 31:19; Moroni 6:4). For us, the fruits
of that faith include repentance, the receipt of gospel covenants and ordinances (including baptism), and a heart of gratitude that motivates us to deny
ourselves of all ungodliness, to take up His cross daily (Luke 9:23), and to
keep His commandments—all of His commandments (see John 14:15).We
rejoice with the Apostle Paul: “Thanks be to God, [who] giveth us the victory
through our Lord Jesus Christ” (1 Corinthians 15:57).
I hope this witness which I bear to you and to the world helps you understand something of the inexpressible love we feel for the Savior of the world
in The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints.
Given our shared devotion to the Lord Jesus Christ and given the challenges we face in our society, to which I alluded earlier and which you are
addressing so faithfully, surely we can find a way to unite in a national—or
international—call to Christian conscience. Some years ago, Tim LaHaye
wrote:
If religious Americans work together in the name of our mutually shared moral
concerns, we just might succeed in re-establishing the civic moral standards that
our forefathers thought were guaranteed by the Constitution . . . . I really believe
that we are in a fierce battle for the very survival of our culture . . . . Obviously I am
not suggesting joint evangelistic crusades with these religions; that would reflect
an unacceptable theological compromise for all of us. [Nevertheless], all of our
nation’s religious citizens need to develop a respect for other religious people and
their beliefs. We need not accept their beliefs, but we can respect the people and
realize that we have more in common with each other than we ever will with the
secularizers of this country. It is time for all religiously committed citizens to unite
against our common enemy4
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In Book of Mormon times, Captain Moroni rallied troops to ﬁght for liberty by reminding them of their duty
to God.
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To be sure, there is a risk associated with learning something new about
someone else. New insights always affect old perspectives, and thus some
rethinking, rearranging, and restructuring of our worldviews are inevitable.
When we look beyond a man or woman’s color or ethnic group or social circle
or church or synagogue or mosque or creed or statement of belief, when we
try our best to see them for who and what they are, children of the same
God, something good and worthwhile happens within us, and we are thereby
drawn into a closer union with that God who is the Father of us all.
In reflecting on his visit to Salt Lake City and his major message in our
historic Tabernacle on Temple Square in November 2004, Ravi Zacharias
observed:
The last time an evangelical Christian was invited to speak [in the Tabernacle] was
1899, when D. L. Moody spoke . . . . I accepted the invitation, . . . and I spoke on the
exclusivity and sufficiency of Jesus Christ. I also asked if I could bring my own music,
to which they also graciously agreed. So Michael Card joined us to share his music.
He did a marvelous job, and one of the pieces he sang brought a predictable smile
to all present. It was based on Peter’s visit to Cornelius’ home and was entitled, “I’m
Not Supposed to Be Here.” He couldn’t have picked a better piece! I can truly say
that I sensed the anointing of the Lord as I preached and still marvel that the event
happened. The power of God’s presence, even amid some opposition, was something to experience. As the one closing the meeting said, “I don’t want this evening
to end.” Only time will tell the true impact. Who knows what the future will bring?
Our faith is foundationally and theologically very different from the Mormon faith,
but maybe the Lord is doing something far beyond what we can see.5

Few things are more needed in this tense and confused world than
Christian conviction, Christian compassion, and Christian understanding.
Joseph Smith observed in 1843, less than a year before his death: “If I esteem
mankind to be in error, shall I bear them down? No. I will lift them up, and in
their own way too, if I cannot persuade them my way is better; and I will not
seek to compel any man to believe as I do, only by the force of reasoning, for
truth will cut its own way. Do you believe in Jesus Christ and the Gospel of
salvation which he revealed? So do I. Christians should cease wrangling and
contending with each other, and cultivate the principles of union and friendship in their midst; and they will do it before the millennium can be ushered
in and Christ takes possession of His kingdom.”6
Thank you for your courteous invitation to me tonight. I close with this
love for you, expressed by two valedictories in our scripture. First this from
the Apostle Peter: “[May] the God of peace, that brought again from the
dead our Lord Jesus, that great shepherd of the sheep, through the blood of
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the everlasting covenant, make you perfect in every good work to do his will,
working in you that which is well pleasing in his sight, through Jesus Christ;
to whom be glory for ever and ever. Amen” (Hebrews 13:20–21).
And this from the Book of Mormon, a father writing to his son: “Be
faithful in Christ . . . [and] may [He] lift thee up, and may his sufferings and
death . . . and his mercy and long-suffering, and the hope of his glory and of
eternal life, rest in your mind forever. And may the grace of God the Father,
whose throne is high in the heavens, and our Lord Jesus Christ, who sitteth
on the right hand of his power, until all things shall become subject unto him,
be, and abide with you forever. Amen” (Moroni 9:25–26).
Notes
1. A term introduced in his book Uncommon Decency: Christian Civility in an Uncivil
World (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1992).
2. See the remarks of my fellow Apostle Elder Dallin H. Oaks at the Chapman
University Law School, “Preserving Religious Freedom,” February 4, 2011, http://newsroom.
lds.org/article/elder-oaks-religious-freedom-Chapman-University.
3. B. H. Roberts, A Comprehensive History of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints (Salt Lake City: Deseret News, 1957), 3:30.
4. Tim F. LaHaye, The Race for the 21st Century (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1986), 109.
5. RZIM Newsletter 3 (Winter 2004): 2.
6. Roberts, Comprehensive History of the Church, 5:498–99.

Doc Christensen, The Atonement.

Instead of arguing about things we ﬁnd offensive, it would be good to spend time reﬂecting together
about what we mean when we both say that Jesus alone saves and that he paid the debt for our sins.

Understanding and
Being Understood
richard j. mouw

Richard J. Mouw is president and professor of Christian philosophy at Fuller Theological
Seminary.

Address given at “An Evening of Friendship,” Salt Lake Tabernacle, November 14,
2004.

I

t is difficult for me to find adequate words to express how thrilled I am
to be here this evening. Here we are, evangelical Protestants and members of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, gathered together in
this Salt Lake Tabernacle, for an event that is described as “An Evening of
Friendship.” I am not being melodramatic when I say that this is surely an
historic occasion. To be sure, there have long been friendships between some
evangelicals and some LDS folks. But they have not appeared on the public
radar screen. Public relations between our two communities have been—to
put it mildly—decidedly unfriendly. From the very beginning, when Joseph
Smith organized his church in 1830, my evangelical forebears hurled angry
accusations and vehement denunciations at the Mormon community—a
practice that continues from some evangelical quarters even into this present day. And I think it is fair to say that some Mormons have on occasion
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responded in kind. Friendship with each other has not come easily for our
two communities.
But in recent times, things have begun to change. Evangelicals and
Mormons have worked together on important matters of public morality.
Here in Utah, the Standing Together ministry has been willing to take some
considerable risks in countering the more aggressive and disruptive evangelical attacks against the LDS Church. And Pastor Greg Johnson’s well-attended
dialogues with Professor Bob Millet have done much to model a new spirit of
frank but friendly exchange about important faith topics. And now this evening we are experiencing the gracious hospitality of the LDS leadership, who
have welcomed us all into this meeting place that has played—and continues
to play—such an important role in the life of the Mormon community.
On a personal level, over the past half dozen years, I have been a member
of a small group of evangelical scholars who have been engaged in lengthy
closed-door discussions about spiritual and theological matters with a small
group of our LDS counterparts. We have not been afraid to argue strenuously
with each other, but our arguments have been conducted in a sincere desire
genuinely to understand each other—and in the process we have formed
some deep bonds of friendship. I know that I have learned much in this continuing dialogue, and I am now convinced that we evangelicals have often
seriously misrepresented the beliefs and practices of the Mormon community.
Indeed, let me state it bluntly to the LDS folks here this evening: we
have sinned against you. The God of the scriptures makes it clear that it is a
terrible thing to bear false witness against our neighbors, and we have been
guilty of that sort of transgression in things we have said about you. We have
told you what you believe without making a sincere effort first of all to ask
you what you believe. We have made much of the need to provide you with
a strong defense of traditional Christian convictions, regularly quoting the
Apostle Peter’s mandate that we present to people like you a reasoned account
of the hope that lies within us—but we have not been careful to follow the
same Apostle’s counsel that immediately follows that mandate, when he tells
us that we must always make our case with “gentleness and reverence” toward
those with whom we are speaking (1 Peter 3:15). Indeed, we have even on
occasion demonized you, weaving conspiracy theories about what the LDS
community is “really” trying to accomplish in the world. And even at our
best—and this is true of both of our communities—we have talked past each
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other, setting forth oversimplified and distorted accounts of what the other
group believes.1
I have formed some wonderful friendships with Mormons in the past
few years. These friends have helped me to see the ways in which I have often
misinterpreted Mormon thought. To be sure, as a result of those conversations, I also remained convinced that there are very real issues of disagreement
between us—and that some of these issues are matters of eternal significance.
But we can now discuss these topics as friends. And tonight many more of
our friends have come together in this place for a very public and large-scale
“Evening of Friendship.” God be praised!
In just a month and a half we will greet the year 2005, which marks the
two hundredth anniversary of the birth of Joseph Smith. During this year
there will be many occasions to pay special attention to Joseph’s life and
teachings, and I hope many in the evangelical community will take part in
those events. But this evening we are not here to talk about Joseph Smith but
about the one whose birth we will celebrate again just before the bicentennial
year of Joseph’s birth makes its appearance.2 This is the one about whose birth
we sing in words, I should add, that many of us love to hear sung by that great
choir that sings these words in this Tabernacle—“the hopes and fears of all
the years are met in thee tonight.”3
What a wonderful thing it is that we can meet together to talk about the
Lord Jesus and about who he is and what he has done on our behalf. There is
much here to talk about. I personally take great encouragement from words
that Joseph Smith uttered on the occasion of the founding of the Church of
Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints in April of 1830: “We know,” Joseph said,
“that all men must repent and believe on the name of Jesus Christ, and worship the Father in his name, and endure in faith on his name to the end, or
they cannot be saved in the kingdom of God.” And then he added: “And we
know that justification through the grace of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ
is just and true; and we know also, that sanctification through the grace of our
Lord and Savior Jesus Christ is just and true, to all those who love and serve
God with all their mights, minds, and strength” (D&C 20:29–31).
I greet you this evening in that spirit—as one who wants more than anything else to love and serve God with all my might, mind, and strength, in
the power made available by the amazing grace that sent the Lord Jesus to
Bethlehem’s manger, and to the Garden of Gethsemane, and to the cross of
Calvary, where he shed his blood to pay the debt of our sin—a debt that we
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could never pay on our own. This is the spirit in which Ravi Zacharias is going
to speak to us this evening—the spirit of devotion to the one whose name is
above every name, the one who alone is mighty to save, and before whom
someday every knee will bow and every tongue will confess that he is Lord to
the glory of the Father (see Philippians 2:9–11).
May this wonderful “Evening of Friendship” point us all to that great day.
Thank you and God bless you.
Notes
1. Some folks have asked who the “we” is that I apologized on behalf of when I said
that “we” evangelicals have sinned against Mormons by bearing false witness against them. I
certainly did not mean to imply that every evangelical has sinned in this regard. Suppose I
were to address an African-American gathering and say that we whites have sinned against
you blacks. Who would deny that this is a correct assessment? But who would think that I
was speaking about and on behalf of all white people?
There is no question in my mind that there has been a discernible pattern of sinning
against LDS folks in this regard. I could show, for example, how Walter Martin oversimplified Mormon teachings in his much-read books. But here is an obvious example of more
recent vintage: when Dave Hunt writes a whole book whose main thesis is that Mormonism
is satanic in its inspiration and practice, I think this is bearing false witness. Another point:
I have been told by many evangelicals that Mormons believe that the atoning work of Jesus
Christ was accomplished in Gethsemane and not at Calvary. Bob Millet has demonstrated
from Mormon writings that this is not true; if the cross had not occurred, he says, we could
not be saved. Here, for example, is how the LDS writer Glenn Pearson described the requirements for salvation in a popular Mormon book of the 1960s: “There has to be down payment
of a broken heart and a contrite spirit. Who has a broken heart and a contrite spirit? One
who is stripped of pride and selfishness. One who has come down in the depths of humility
and prostrated himself before the Lord in mighty prayer and supplication. He has realized
the awful guilt of his sins and has pled for the blood of Christ to be made a covering to
shield him from the face of a just God. Such a one has made the down payment.” Know Your
Religion (Salt Lake City: Bookcraft, 1961), 169.
In none of this am I saying that Mormons are “orthodox Christians.” But I do believe
that there are elements in Mormon thought that, if emphasized while deemphasizing other
elements, could constitute a message of salvation by grace alone through the blood of Jesus
Christ. I will work to promote that cause. Most evangelicals will disagree with that approach.
But at the very least, we must admit that we have not always been fair in our wholesale condemnation of Mormonism as simply a false religion.
2. Some folks are upset about what they took as a call from me for evangelicals to join
in the celebrations of the bicentennial of Joseph Smith’s birth. I can see how people heard me
say that we evangelicals should join in “celebrating” Joseph Smith’s birthday, but that is not
what I intended to say. Instead, I said that I hoped that many evangelicals would participate
in those events that would allow us all to “pay special attention to Joseph’s life and teachings”
during this year. I was thinking and speaking too much as an academic on this point, and I
know that doing so created unnecessary confusion. For example, I am going to take part in
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a special conference at the Library of Congress, where I will respond to an LDS scholar’s
views on the contribution of Joseph’s theology. Those are the kinds of events where there can
be critical give and take, and I see this bicentennial year as a time when we evangelicals can
try to sort out the good from the bad in Joseph’s thought. There are some of his writings, for
example, that sound quite orthodox, and others—such as the King Follett Discourse—that
have views that are far removed from anything in the Christian tradition.
But ordinary evangelicals do not have opportunities to engage in those kinds of serious
theological panels; thus I was talking too much as an elitist. At the same time, I would think
this would be a wonderful opportunity to put on some events in Utah, perhaps in cooperation with local LDS folks, where people talk together about some basic themes in Joseph’s
thought. In our quiet dialogues, for example, evangelicals and Latter-day Saints together
find many of his earliest statements to come close to a traditional Reformation (and Epistle
to the Romans) emphasis on salvation by grace alone, the unique substitutionary work of
Christ on the cross (and not just in Gethsemane) and so on. The statements from Doctrine
and Covenants 20:29–31 that I quoted, for example, sound straight out of an evangelical sermon. My own view is that instead of arguing primarily about the things we find offensive in
Mormonism, it would be good to spend some time reflecting together about what we mean
when we both say that Jesus alone saves and that he paid the debt for our sin on Calvary.
3. Phillips Brooks, “O Little Town of Bethlehem.”
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In recent years, evangelicals have dialogued with several religions,
including The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints.
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New Testament at Denver Seminary in Colorado.

Address given at the American Academy of Religion, Montreal, November 2009.

I

n 1992, Greg Johnson, as president of the Denver Seminary student council,
organized a public forum with four of us on faculty responding to different parts of the book Are Mormons Christians?, then recently published by
Brigham Young University New Testament professor Stephen Robinson. As
an ex-Mormon, Johnson had keen interest in the evangelical scholarly world’s
keeping abreast of key publications by Latter-day Saint scholars, a practice
then almost nonexistent, at least in New Testament studies. Robinson was
invited to the forum as well, but he declined to come, with words to the effect
of “I know what evangelicals do in such contexts and see no need to submit
myself to Mormon bashing.”
The event was videotaped, however, and a copy of the tape sent to
Robinson. When he discovered the moderate tone and scholarly contents
of the session, he wrote back and expressed delight, especially with the two
younger of the four main presenters. I was one of those two younger scholars.
Robinson’s reply led to our exchanging letters and phone conversations and
27
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finally meeting at the 2002 American Academy of Religion (AAR) conference. We visited over an extended breakfast at the 2003 meetings. By this
time, we realized that, although each of us had a broad range of experiences
in ecumenical and interfaith contexts and had each received a PhD in New
Testament studies at major universities outside our religious traditions, there
was much that we did not understand about the other’s faith communities
and commitments. We began to wonder if some kind of joint writing project
might be worth pursuing.
To make a long story short, the early meetings led to the publication
with InterVarsity Press in 1997 of How Wide the Divide? A Mormon and an
Evangelical in Conversation. In this book, Robinson and I chose four doctrinal debates that appeared to us to be both the most central and the most
divisive between our two constituencies—scripture, God (including deification), the Trinity (including the person and work of Jesus Christ), and
salvation. We both composed half chapters on each topic, took turns leading off each chapter, and subdivided our material into three categories: a
basic summary of what was generally held by most in our communities on
the topic at hand, including acceptable parameters of diversity; frequently
encountered misunderstandings of our views, especially by the other group;
and final reasons why, even after clearing up misunderstandings, each of us
remained unconvinced of the other’s perspectives. We also composed a joint
introduction to the volume in which each of us wrote one half. At the request
of the publishers, we forced ourselves to coauthor conclusions to each chapter
and a conclusion to the entire book, with wording we both could agree on, in
which we summarized our agreements and disagreements.
Response to How Wide the Divide? was overwhelmingly positive in the
academy and among ordinary Mormons and evangelicals who had good
friends and some up-to-date, accurate knowledge about the other community. It was severely criticized by the so-called countercult industry within
Evangelicalism, by many ex-Mormons, and by some more apologetically
minded or very traditional Latter-day Saints. One of those who warmly commended the volume was Richard J. Mouw, president of Fuller Seminary. At
the 1997 AAR meetings, he and I visited for nearly an hour about the book
and its aftermath. Knowing of his long-standing interest in Mormonism and
of Fuller’s track record of interfaith dialogue, I suggested to him that conversations like those Robinson and I had initiated needed to be replicated
on a much wider basis and that he would be an outstanding point person to
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spearhead such an undertaking. Around the same time, Greg Johnson, then
in ministry at an evangelical church in Utah, was developing a friendship
with BYU religion professor Robert L. Millet and having many of the same
kinds of conversations. They too shared the desire to impart the benefits of
their dialogues among wider constituencies.
Again skipping over important intermediate developments, the result was
what has now been a decade-long series of meetings between small groups of
evangelical and Latter-day Saint scholars from among the various disciplines
of religious studies. When the AAR and the Society for Biblical Literature
(SBL) still met together, we were able to convene every year, typically during
the Sunday afternoon of the national conference, and we then met for more
extended conversations, alternating between BYU and Fuller Seminary, usually over a roughly two-day period in early summer. Rich Mouw did indeed
become the person to head up the various evangelical delegations, and Robert
Millet functioned in comparable fashion for the Latter-day Saint contingents.
In recent years, conversations have taken us to Palmyra, New York; Nauvoo,
Illinois; and Wheaton College. A small number of individuals have consistently participated in almost all of the gatherings, and a much larger number
have come and gone as their schedules and interests have dictated. Average
total group size has usually been about twelve to fifteen, but perhaps as many
as fifty different scholars have participated at one time or another.
Larger public conferences, both in Utah (at BYU and several other venues) and at Fuller, have also been organized by individual participants in
our conversations based, at least in part, on the success of and interest generated by the more private conversations. Additionally, Johnson and Millet
have reenacted Mormon-evangelical dialogues in dozens of settings around
the country and occasionally abroad, beginning about eight years ago when
Johnson founded “Standing Together,” an evangelical Christian ministry
based near Salt Lake City, with the twin goals of uniting evangelical pastors
and churches throughout the state, who often feel quite beleaguered in the
midst of the Mormon “colossus,” and of continuing what Mouw, borrowing
from George Bush Sr., likes to call “gentler, kinder” kinds of religious conversation with Latter-day Saint friends and acquaintances both privately and in the
public arena. Additional publications have emerged from several of these various interactions, dialogues, and conferences, most notably Salvation in Christ:
Comparative Christian Views, a publication of the Religious Studies Center of
BYU in 2005, with contributions from Latter-day Saint, evangelical, liberal
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Protestant, Roman Catholic, and Greek Orthodox authors; Claiming Christ:
A Mormon-Evangelical Debate by Robert L. Millet and Gerald R. McDermott
(Brazos, 2007); and Bridging the Divide: A Continuing Conversation between
a Mormon and an Evangelical (Monkfish, 2007).
Over the years, I have been involved in a fair number of different kinds
of interfaith dialogues or conversations. AAR itself provides the milieu for
some. What has struck me as particularly consistent and helpful about all
of the evangelical-Mormon events in which I have participated are two key
features. On the one hand, as in almost all forms of ecumenism, one cannot
engage simultaneously in overt proselytizing and dispassionate description
and analysis of one’s own or another’s belief system. The kinds of conversations initiated on someone’s front porch when either Mormon missionaries
or Protestant evangelists engage in door-to-door neighborhood visitation
campaigns rarely lead to deep and balanced insights as to what the other
believes (or, in the twenty-first-century Western world, even to very many
converts). If anything, such encounters may today more often than not be
counterproductive to mutual understanding and goodwill.
On the other hand, precisely by agreeing to bracket explicitly evangelistic overtures, representatives of both our faith communities have shared in
great detail our convictions across the full range of theological and ethical
concerns that both unite and divide us. Personal passions for our faith commitments have scarcely been absent, and rationales for why we believe what
we believe and why we wish others shared those beliefs have been abundantly
clear. This is in sharp contrast to so many other forms of interreligious dialogue in which anything that even begins to hint of apologetics for one’s faith
is censored as an egregious violation of the ground rules for conversation. I
have never sensed in our gatherings any of the at-best-artificial and at-worstdestructive separation of religious studies from theology so endemic to the
North American religious academy. No questions are off-limits when we
gather, and no answers are demeaned, though we all understand that we are
far more likely to gain greater mutual understanding by asking certain questions rather than others and that we can expect certain answers to meet with
more objections or resistance than will other ones. In many instances, we have
also gotten to know each other well enough to become genuine friends. I now
feel a moral obligation more than ever when I am involved in a conversation
about Mormonism with no Latter-day Saints present to make sure that I (and
others!) represent them fairly and accurately, because the participants in the
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Participants at the LDS/Evangelical Dialogue at the American Academy of Religion.

conversation, whether or not they realize it, are speaking about some of my
good friends. The same is true for me in the more formal contexts of teaching,
writing, and being interviewed.
Not surprisingly, our dialogues have not proceeded without any hiccups.
There have been occasions when conversations have become passionate and
pointed enough that feelings have been hurt, and some of us have wondered
if we have reached the end of our endeavors. Statements have been issued,
publications have appeared, and participation in events has been canceled by
several of us that have left others confused and troubled by the motivations
behind the apparent duplicity. We have all grown to appreciate the in-house
pressure that can be brought to bear on any of us by educational administrators or church authorities and that causes us to frame statements in various
ways, to issue what appear like retractions or at least significant qualifications
of what we have previously told one another, or to back out of engagements
in which we thought we would be able to participate. We have also become
more personally aware than ever of those elements within our own communities that function as nonauthoritative, often self-appointed watchdogs who
can anathematize our activity as well as issue misleading or simply false statements about the nature of our participation and perspectives, especially in the
blog world with its comparative anonymity and lack of accountability.
A major challenge throughout has been to involve from both communities church leaders whose participation really could make a significant
long-term difference in attitudes and perceptions among Mormons and
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evangelicals on a much more widespread scale than pure academics are usually able to generate. In the last few years, this has actually begun, though it
seems too early to tell whether or not it will persist and continue to grow to
the level of involvement that will precipitate long-term changes, either in clarifications of what each group itself truly believes or in external perceptions
of what the other group believes. Of course, Evangelicalism is an amorphous
group of theologically conservative Protestants who have no president, pope,
prophet, or patriarch, while the magisterium of Mormonism more resembles
Roman Catholic or Eastern Orthodox hierarchies. These disparities create
both opportunities and obstacles.
On the one hand, it is far easier for the LDS Church to officially change
in any area, big or small; all it requires is an announcement by the Church’s
President or those who speak for him at a general conference or via some
other official means. But the LDS leadership will do this only on rare occasions and for issues they deem to be of great importance. On the other hand,
it is comparatively easy for individual evangelicals, institutions, parachurch
movements, and even entire denominations (especially small ones) to change,
even on major issues, through formal and informal politicking, often initiated at the grassroots level. But with no one to impose such changes on the
entire movement, with only a loose unity (and at times not even that) and a
loosely defined unity among the various branches of the movement, seemingly unending diversity of opinion accompanied by rancorous struggles
among competing camps can afflict Evangelicalism for decades on end (witness the ongoing gender-role conflicts as a classic example).
What has resulted from the evangelical-Mormon dialogues of the last
fifteen or so years? How successful have they been? Usually one answers questions like those in terms of goals fulfilled. If that criterion is applied here, then
the gatherings have been wildly successful because, to my knowledge, goals
have been deliberately quite modest. One is reminded of reports of East-West
diplomacy at the height of the Cold War. Sometimes a victory was simply
agreeing to meet again, and news reports commented merely that “frank
and open discussions were held.” I doubt things have ever been quite that
bleak with us. Instead, especially in the earliest years, we went into our meetings not hoping to resolve some conflict, nor expecting to convert anyone
to our points of view, but merely for building friendships, goodwill, trust,
and mutual understanding. Evangelicals had met with and even published
the results of dialogues with Catholics, liberal Protestants, Jews, Muslims,

Mormon-Evangelical Dialogue

33

Hindus, Buddhists, and even such fringe groups as the Unification Church
led by Sun Myung Moon, but where were any comparable efforts, at least
within the last half century, with The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints? Mormons regularly invited more liberal Christian scholars, Jews, and
Muslims (and no doubt others) to conferences at Brigham Young University
and participated in groups like SBL and AAR both nationally and regionally, including in deliberately arranged pluralistic settings, but, apart from the
individual personal friend of someone or the other, when were evangelicals
en bloc given any attention or invited to participate in these events? Now, all
this has changed and hopefully not just in the short run.
But has anything more happened on the North American religious
landscape worthy of the kind of full-scale scholarly scrutiny conventionally
associated with the American Academy of Religion? Have the seeds been
planted deeply enough in good soil that fruit will inevitably flourish that
actually changes the face of either Mormonism or Evangelicalism on this
continent and perhaps beyond? Or if that seems far too ambitious, have seeds
been planted that will at least change the perception of one or both groups
about each other in any widespread fashion? I personally believe the answer
to the second question is yes and the answer to the first question is, it’s too
early to tell. But as we all know, unexpected developments, including larger
world events, can quickly move us in entirely unanticipated directions, positively and negatively, forward and backward. So the sanest answer, no doubt,
is to say that we must wait to see.
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In 2010, Cardinal Francis George spoke at BYU on the topic of religious freedom and shared family values.
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“The important thing is that we truly love each other, that we have an interior
unity, that we draw as close together and collaborate as much as we can—while
trying to work through the remaining areas of open questions. And it is important for us always to remember in all of this that we need God’s help, that we are
incapable of doing this alone.” —Pope Benedict XVI1
“We labor diligently to write, to persuade our children, and also our brethren, to
believe in Christ, and to be reconciled to God; for we know that it is by grace that
we are saved, after all we can do.” —2 Nephi 25:23

T

his essay very briefly introduces the reader to some of the problems
and promises of relations between Catholics and Mormons in the
American context. Exploration of the topic is worthwhile because relatively few Catholic and Mormon church leaders have explored it seriously,
and even fewer academics and laypeople have addressed the matter in great
depth.2 The absence of substantive interfaith dialogue is all the more perplexing because Catholics and Mormons have recently come together in visible
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ways as partners in the defense of religious freedom. The passing in 2008 of
California’s Proposition 8 was only the latest example of partnership between
Catholics and Mormons (not to mention evangelicals) in a cause of shared
moral concern. This essay attempts to remedy the lack of scholarly and interfaith attention to Catholic-Mormon relations by (1) evaluating the Catholic
theological distinction between “ecumenical” and “interreligious” dialogue
that might be a roadblock for Catholic ecclesiastical endorsement and participation, (2) presenting an introduction to Joseph Smith and Latter-day
Saint restorationist theology intended for Catholics who are interested in
Mormonism but do not know where to start learning about the religion, (3)
offering an approach to Catholic-Mormon history and dialogue based on
similarities and differences in each tradition’s worldview and “salvation history,” and (4) remarking on the future of Catholic-Mormon relations and
dialogue. Ultimately, it is the goal of this essay to inspire interested Catholics
and Mormons to come together for further reflection, clarification, conversation, engagement, and dialogue.
Background and the Ecumenical/Interreligious Distinction

Before I proceed, some personal background might be helpful. As a Roman
Catholic layperson, my motivation for exploring Catholic-Mormon relations
is to encourage my Catholic brothers and sisters to take more seriously the
history and belief system of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints.
At best, Catholics have a vague admiration of Mormons for their emphasis
on the family and maintenance of wholesome and healthy lifestyles; at worst,
they are suspicious of an odd belief system that they feel masquerades as
Christian but is, in fact, a secretive cult. In order to better understand and
appreciate our Mormon brothers and sisters and their worldview, it is imperative that Catholics learn more about Mormonism, preferably from Mormons
themselves. This paper is the result of comparative historical and theological
study, but it is first and foremost the product of my sustained conversations
and dialogue with Latter-day Saint friends, colleagues, church leaders, and
academics.
Encouragingly, interfaith relations between Catholics and Mormons
seem to have improved in recent years. In February 2010, Cardinal Francis
George, archbishop of Chicago and then president of the US Conference
of Catholic Bishops, spoke to a sympathetic audience at Brigham Young
University on the topic of religious freedom and shared family values. The
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2009 national convention of the Catholic Theological Society of America
included a session entitled “Barriers and Bridges: The Challenges of
Mormon-Catholic Dialogue.” Also in 2009, the Mormon Studies program at
Claremont Graduate University sponsored a discussion on sacramental theology that featured Robert L. Millet of Brigham Young University and Father
Alexei Smith of the Los Angeles Roman Catholic Archdiocese’s Office of
Ecumenical and Interreligious Affairs. These and other encouraging developments3 signal what many Catholics and Mormons hope will lead to continued
and substantive dialogue between our churches, in much the same way that
evangelicals have extensively and fruitfully dialogued with Mormons in print,
private meetings, and conferences.
However, it is disappointing that the US Conference of Catholic Bishops’
Secretariat for Ecumenical and Interreligious Affairs, which devotes itself to
ecumenical and interreligious dialogue in the United States, has not commenced a substantive and ongoing dialogue with The Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter-day Saints. I suspect this lack of formal and ongoing commitment
is partly because the Vatican’s Pontifical Council for Promoting Christian
Unity helps set the ecumenical and interreligious agenda for the worldwide
church and the US Conference of Catholic Bishops designs programs and
commissions to reflect this council’s broad global aims. On the other hand, it
may simply be the case that Catholic authorities have been preoccupied with
dialogue on other fronts and Mormons are not on their ecumenical radar.
However, a deeper reason might be at work: the Catholic Church is still not
sure what to make of the LDS Church on a theological level.
Questions that get tossed around include: Are Mormons Christian?4
How should Catholic-Mormon dialogue progress given that the Catholic
Church does not recognize Mormon baptisms? What do we do about the
differences between Catholics and Mormons on doctrinal matters such as the
Trinity and the nature of man’s relationship to the Triune God? If Catholics
do engage in ongoing dialogue with Mormons, would that count as ecumenical or interreligious dialogue, or perhaps some nebulous area in between?
Does Mormon doctrine provide enough theological common ground for a
productive exchange or are we just too different theologically?
The Catholic distinction between ecumenical and interreligious dialogue,
which is largely how the Catholic Church has categorized dialogue since the
Second Vatican Council (1962–65), seems to present a simplistic and false
theological distinction. The distinction is simplistic because it leaves out a

38

Religious Educator · VOL. 13 NO. 1 · 2012

number of religious groups, such as the Mormons, who clearly identify themselves as Christian yet are excluded from the ecumenical category because of
theological commitments that put them outside mainstream Christianity.
“Mainstream Christianity” here means a certain kind of Christianity—a
creedalism in which particular doctrines are taken as standards of Christian
orthodoxy. Classic examples include, but are not limited to, a commitment to the Nicene (325), the Nicene-Constantinopolitan (381), and the
Chalcedonian Creeds (451) and a commitment to the canon of scripture
as “closed” and limited to the Old and New Testaments. Since Mormonism
falls outside these standards of theological orthodoxy with its open scriptural canon, rejection of the traditional creeds, and restorationist theology,
Mormon-Catholic dialogue likely cannot properly be ecumenical given current Catholic (and for that matter, Protestant) parameters.5 At the same time,
Mormon-Catholic dialogue is clearly not interreligious either, because this
would mean inaccurately lumping the Mormon Church with non-Christian
religions such as Islam, Hinduism, Buddhism, and Sikhism.6
It would seem that dialogue between Catholics and Mormons is neither ecumenical nor interreligious. It occupies a nebulous and liminal space
between the two categories and shares elements of both.7 It is not ecumenical
because that word has a history and specific meaning of ecclesial or theological unity that exists among Catholic, Protestant, and Orthodox believers
but is arguably not possible between Catholics and Mormons because of
major theological differences. At the same time, it is frankly insulting to
categorize Catholic-Mormon dialogue as interreligious because that means
lumping Mormons with groups that are clearly non-Christian.8 The reason
that dialogue with Mormons is not interreligious and never could be is that
Mormons self-identify as Christian, and that needs to be taken seriously, even
and perhaps especially if outsiders view it differently.9
As a Catholic, it is sometimes tempting to simply throw out or ignore the
ecumenical-interreligious distinction if it is problematic or unhelpful in evaluating Catholic-Mormon relations. But like it or not, these are the categories
that are largely in use in theological circles and that have embedded themselves in the interfaith vernacular. In the wake of the Second Vatican Council,
Catholic archdioceses now have an Office of Ecumenical and Interreligious
Affairs, which compounds the problem of the sometimes false distinction. Rather than employ these categories or attempt to definitively settle
the question of whether dialogue with Mormons counts as ecumenical or
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interreligious from the Catholic perspective, this paper opts instead to speak
of worldviews and salvation history in the examples below. This approach
seems more helpful, hopefully less abstruse, and uses a vocabulary that better frames and evaluates specific historical examples in a way that speaks to a
broad spectrum of Catholics and Mormons.
When interfaith dialogue comes to mind, many people think of dialogue between academics and church leaders, but of course that represents
merely one way of entering the conversation. Obviously dialogue does not
have to take place at the level of Rome or Salt Lake City, or even at the level
of dioceses and stakes, which is to say at the levels of traditional ecclesiastical
authority. It can and should and does take place among ordinary, everyday
people who self-identify as Catholic or Mormon (whether they be laypersons,
church leaders, or academics) or who are simply interested in Catholicism
and Mormonism, people who are mutually interested in learning from one
another and about one another. The common denominators for participation in conversation and dialogue—however it is classified—should be trust,
mutual respect, and cross-cultural appreciation rather than a position inside
or outside an ecclesiastical hierarchy.
Joseph Smith and Latter-day Saint Restorationist Theology

It seems impossible to understand Catholic-Mormon relations, particularly
for Catholics unfamiliar with the origins of Mormonism, without at least
a cursory understanding of the person and mission of Joseph Smith Jr. In
many ways, Joseph Smith was truly a product of his time. He lived from 1805
to 1844 during a period in American history known as the Second Great
Awakening.10 This was a time of intense religiosity—a time of divine visions,
evangelical fervor, revivals, itinerant preachers, and competing churches vying
for new members. The religiosity was so intense that Joseph Smith’s region of
New York, Manchester and Palmyra, would later be called the “burned-over
district” because it had been so thoroughly evangelized that there were few or
no areas left unaffected by these zealous efforts.11
In this environment, Joseph Smith was confused. He was asking questions that presupposed the existence of objective Christian truth, but he was
not sure where this truth was to be found. “In the midst of this war of words
and tumult of opinions, I often said to myself: What is to be done? Who of all
these parties are right; or, are they all wrong together? If any one of them be
right, which is it, and how shall I know it?” ( Joseph Smith—History 1:10). It
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is a testament to the intense religiosity of his time that Joseph Smith was wondering where this ultimate truth was or was not (as opposed to today, when
many wonder if ultimate truth exists at all), and Smith seems to have been
a genuine religious seeker overwhelmed by the competing voices of his day.
Since he was unsure about the religious environment surrounding him
and, specifically, unsure which of the Protestant churches he should join,
Joseph Smith decided to ask God. Around 1820, Joseph Smith went into the
woods outside his farm near Manchester, New York, and prayed to God after
reading James 1:5 (“If any of you lack wisdom, let him ask of God, that giveth
to all men liberally, and upbraideth not; and it shall be given him”). According
to Joseph Smith’s accounts, today called the First Vision by Mormons, what
followed was an experience in which God and Jesus visited Smith and told
him that his sins were forgiven and that all the churches of his day were false.12
Smith seems to have been mostly familiar with Protestant denominations in
upstate New York, but he presumably understood this message from God to
apply to all Christian traditions: they are impure, fundamentally untrue, false
churches with false messages. As Joseph Smith recounted the divine event,
“The Personage who addressed me said that all their creeds were an abomination in his sight; that those professors were all corrupt; that: ‘they draw near
to me with their lips, but their hearts are far from me, they teach for doctrines
the commandments of men, having a form of godliness, but they deny the
power thereof ’” ( Joseph Smith—History 1:19).
What Smith set out to do during the rest of his life was to establish and
lead the one true church on the earth as God’s prophets did in biblical times
of old. The goal was nothing less than the restoration of that true and pure
Christian church that had existed in New Testament times but was adulterated
and gradually lost in the early history of Christianity (or, to put it differently,
in the early history of the Catholic Church).13 The church, initially called
the Church of Christ, was founded on April 6, 1830, the same year the Book
of Mormon was published. Doctrine and Covenants section 21, which was
recorded on this inaugural date, provides something of a job description of
Joseph Smith’s obviously preeminent role in the church: “Thou shalt be called
a seer, a translator, a prophet, an apostle of Jesus Christ, an elder of the church
through the will of God the Father, and the grace of your Lord Jesus Christ”
(D&C 21:1). Though a twenty-five-year-old man with little formal education,
he was clearly entrusted with the highest of ecclesial responsibilities.
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Under Smith’s prophetic guidance, the Mormon Church restored ancient
scripture, teachings, and institutions, including but not limited to the translation of the Book of Mormon (see D&C 3–5; 9; 16–17; 20), the restoration
of the true priesthood (see D&C 2:1; 13; 84; 107; 124), the institutions of
baptism (see D&C 22) and baptism for the dead (see D&C 128), the translation and reception of new scripture (works today known as the Book of
Mormon, Doctrine and Covenants, and Pearl of Great Price), a retranslation of the Bible correcting errors that had crept in since New Testament
times (see D&C 73),14 covenants and ritual practices to be performed in temples (see D&C 127), knowledge about cosmology and the heavens (see D&C
76; 88; 131; 137), a restored understanding of the nature of God as physical,15
and a literal and spiritual restoration of Zion itself (see D&C 97; 133).
For Smith, this was all made possible through continuing revelation—the
idea that God spoke to him and through him as a modern prophet to lead the
restored Church. Like other millennialists of the time, he thought the end of
the world was near and attempted to build a community, indeed Zion itself,
in anticipation of the Second Coming.16 But Joseph Smith kept meeting resistance, and the Mormons were constantly displaced and persecuted—in New
York, Ohio, Missouri, and finally Illinois, where he was assassinated by a mob
in Carthage. The Mormon Church would continue under Brigham Young’s
leadership, head west, and settle in what would become the Deseret Territory
and later Utah; a splinter church would remain in the Midwest, becoming the Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints (now the
Community of Christ), which, beginning in 1860, was led by Joseph’s son,
Joseph Smith III.17
Mormon-Catholic Relations in the United States:
Salvation Histories Compared

As important as understanding Joseph Smith and Latter-day Saint restorationist theology is to the broader project of Catholic-Mormon relations,
Catholics and Mormons did not interact very often during Joseph Smith’s
lifetime. Smith’s message that the creeds of the churches of his day were an
“abomination” surely applies to the Catholic Church just as much as it does to
the Presbyterians, Methodists, Congregationalists, and others (if not more so
given that the “early church” and Catholic Church are one and the same from
the Catholic perspective), but most of Joseph’s interactions seem to have been
with Christians of various Protestant backgrounds.
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One notable exception came near the end of Joseph Smith’s life when,
in 1841 in Nauvoo, Illinois, the city issued a decree on religious liberty
that listed Catholics alongside a number of other groups, including Latterday Saints themselves: “Be it ordained by the City Council of the City of
Nauvoo, That the Catholics, Presbyterians, Methodists, Baptists, Latter-day
Saints, Quakers, Episcopalians, Universalists, Unitarians, Mohammedans,
and all other religious sects, and denominations, whatever, shall have free toleration, and equal privileges, in this city.”18 According to historian Richard L.
Bushman, this welcome and pledge to religious groups in Nauvoo symbolized
the sense all groups in the city would work toward the building of Zion.19 In
contrast to the exceptionalism that characterizes Mormon theology (to be
addressed below), Joseph Smith took measures to ensure that the city would
be a haven for those seeking freedom and toleration. After all, the Mormons
founded Nauvoo, Illinois, because they were driven out of settlements in
Missouri after military conflict and even an executive order to exterminate
Mormons in that state (Missouri Executive Order 44). In Nauvoo, Joseph
evidently had a vision that affairs would be different: “We claim no privilege
but what we feel cheerfully disposed to share with our fellow citizens of every
denomination.”20
Joseph Smith’s use of the phrase “fellow citizens” rather than “fellow
Christians” seems significant. He sensed, despite different and competing
religious systems and values, that religious groups and denominations came
together as citizens in Nauvoo (and, of course, as citizens of the United
States) who by that virtue were entitled to “free toleration” and “equal privileges.” In this sense, the Nauvoo ordinance brings to mind Cardinal Francis
George’s 2010 address at Brigham Young University, entitled “Catholics and
Latter-day Saints: Partners in the Defense of Religious Freedom.”21 Cardinal
George, who serves as archbishop of Chicago and was then president of the
US Conference of Catholic Bishops, remarked at the opening of his address:
“I come before you today as a religious leader who shares with you a love for
our own country but also, like many, with a growing concern about its moral
health as a good society . . . . After 180 years of living mostly apart from one
another, Catholics and Latter-day Saints have begun to see one another as
trustworthy partners in the defense of shared moral principles and in the promotion of the common good of our beloved country.”
Cardinal George sensed in Provo in 2010 what Joseph Smith seemed
to sense in Nauvoo in 1841: despite real and divisive differences in theology,
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Elder Dallin H. Oaks (right) greets Cardinal
Francis George during the Cardinal’s visit to
Salt Lake City as Elder Neil L. Andersen and
Elder Quentin L. Cook look on.

Catholics and Mormons can and should come together as partners not only in
the defense of religious liberty but also as partners in “shared moral principles”
and “the promotion of the common good of our beloved country.” Another
way of putting this might be that Mormons during the Nauvoo period—and
Catholics in recent years—have sensed the extent to which both groups in
America share and exercise religious freedom by virtue of common citizenship, despite competing worldviews and interpretations of salvation history.22
What are these worldviews? Consider, as an entry point, this comparison of Roman Catholic and Mormon salvation histories. Sketching salvation
history is typically a theological exercise, but in the case of introducing
Catholic-Mormon relations this comparison is helpful to highlight basic
similarities and differences for Catholics and Mormons interested in joining
together in conversation and dialogue.
Roman Catholic Salvation History

LDS/Mormon Salvation History

——

Premortal existence

Creation

Creation

Fall (Negative)

Fall (Positive)

Redemption

Redemption

Apostolic authority

Apostolic authority

Apostolic succession

Great Apostasy

——

Restoration/Continuing revelation

Eschaton

Eschaton

Based on this representation, three differences immediately stand out on
the Mormon side: (1) premortal existence, (2) belief that the fall of humanity in Eden was a positive event because it made mortal life possible (as
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opposed to the Catholic and Protestant view that humanity is tainted with
original sin that requires Christ’s redemption), and, arguably most important
in the broad comparison, (3) the loss of apostolic authority after the death
of the first Apostles, which resulted in the Great Apostasy and required the
restoration of ecclesiastical authority through Joseph Smith as prophet. Of
course, there are many other differences between the Catholic and Mormon
worldviews (for example, the Mormon belief that the redemption of Christ
included blood agony in Gethsemane, differences about the details regarding
the afterlife, Mormon temple practices, and the Mormon belief that God and
humanity are of the same ontological species), but these three stand out for
the purpose of a visual introduction.23
Arguably more revealing than the differences are the tremendous similarities and parallels, especially in terms of ecclesiology. Ecclesiastical authority
is of utmost importance to both Catholics and Mormons. Where Mormons
hold to an apostasy in the early church after the death of the Apostles,
Catholics insist that apostolic authority has never been lost and persists to
this day in the office of bishop, most visibly the bishop of Rome (who is the
pope) and the governing body of the Magisterium.24 This feature of Catholic
ecclesiology is said to have foundation in the message of Jesus, who founded
the church, to Peter, himself traditionally the first bishop of Rome: “And I say
also unto thee, That thou art Peter, and upon this rock I will build my church;
and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it. And I will give unto thee the
keys of the kingdom of heaven: and whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth shall
be bound in heaven: and whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth shall be loosed
in heaven” (Matthew 16:18–19). Where for Catholics there is continuity of
authority, for Mormons there is a break in the chain, at least until Peter, James,
and John restored divine authority to the earth in 1830.
Unlike many Protestant denominations that have reached out to one
another in ecumenical unity, especially in the last hundred years, both the
Roman Catholic Church and The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints
have viewed themselves in largely exceptional terms.25 Both lay claim to the
“fulness of the gospel”26 and true and divine ecclesiastical authority. In fact,
it might be the case that the largest barrier for Catholic-Mormon relations
and dialogue is that the Catholic Church and Mormon Church are far more
similar than different, particularly ecclesiologically.
In the history of Catholic-Mormon relations in America, contention over
the issue of authority has manifested itself on a number of occasions in ways
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that provide helpful commentary on this worldview difference. In 1958, Elder
Bruce R. McConkie published his encyclopedic volume Mormon Doctrine,
which infamously described the Catholic Church in the following way: “The
Roman Catholic Church [is] specially—singled out, set apart, described, and
designated as being ‘most abominable above all other churches.’”27 This language was removed from subsequent editions, and President David O. McKay
did not approve the volume’s publication.28 However, in characterizing the
Catholic Church this way, McConkie linked the language of abomination
that is found in Joseph Smith’s First Vision and throughout Mormon scripture (see 1 Nephi 13:5–8; 14:10, 13–17; D&C 88:94; and, of course, Joseph
Smith—History 1:19) as applying most clearly to the Catholic Church above
all other churches.29 To put it differently, of the churches most responsible for
the Great Apostasy and for the loss of ecclesiastical authority, McConkie’s
Mormon Doctrine implied that the Catholic Church deserves the most blame
because of its alleged but false apostolic succession that stretched over two
thousand years.
The Catholic bishop in Salt Lake City at the time of the publication of
Mormon Doctrine, Duane Hunt, took notice of the volume. According to one
report, the bishop, with tears in his eyes, said to a Mormon friend, “We are
your friends. We don’t deserve this kind of treatment!”30 The following year,
1959, saw the publication of Hunt’s own book, arguably a defensive work in
Mormon-dominated Utah, in which he responded to the allegation of apostasy in early church history. Provocatively titled The Unbroken Chain (and
subsequently published as The Continuity of the Catholic Church), it was
Bishop Hunt’s attempt, as he wrote in the preface, “to point out to them that
any break in the succession of the church organisation or in the teaching of
the Gospel would have been and has proved to be impossible.”31
Again, of the differences in worldview summarized in the chart above,
the issue of authority is arguably most divisive, so naturally the Mormon
notion of a Great Apostasy would be offensive to Catholic leaders, especially
for a bishop stationed in Salt Lake City. With such intense focus on the
points of ecclesial disagreement, there seems to have been little space for the
two churches to jointly explore theological similarities. “I am not in the least
interested in any Mormon doctrine,” Bishop Hunt wrote evasively and dismissively, “except in so far as it is unfavorable to the Catholic Church. Then,
to the best of my ability, I shall reply.”32
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Unfortunately, Hunt’s response reflects the general attitude of Catholic
ecclesial engagement with Mormon doctrine and theology that has taken
place in recent years. At high ecclesiastical levels, Catholics seem by and large
uninterested in theological engagement except in the form of a response to
some ecclesial question or dispute. Rather than engage the Mormon worldview or salvation history, such responses have mostly been limited to reactions
and proclamations aimed at clarifying the Catholic position with little if
any elaboration. This has happened twice in the last decade and both times
regarding the issue of baptism. The first was in 2001 when the Vatican issued a
response to a dubium in which Mormon baptisms were declared invalid (thus
requiring the rebaptism of Mormon converts to Catholicism).33 The second
came in 2008 when the Vatican directed Catholic dioceses worldwide not
to provide records to the Genealogical Society of Utah, because of doctrinal
disagreement over the practice of baptizing deceased Catholics in temples.34
Both responses came from the Vatican’s Congregation for the Doctrine of the
Faith, which exists to preserve and defend global Catholic orthodoxy.35
The Future of Catholic-Mormon Relations

Fortunately, relations between Catholics and Mormons seem to have
improved, at least somewhat, since the contentious days of Elder McConkie
and Bishop Hunt. Likely spurred on by the ecumenical efforts of Protestant
brothers and sisters, the Second Vatican Council reoriented and modernized
the Catholic Church on a number of fronts, including how Catholics view
and understand other Christians and non-Christians.36 Although the distinction between ecumenical and interreligious dialogue introduced earlier
is arguably simplistic when evaluating Catholic-Mormon dialogue, the very
existence of the distinction implies tremendous progress as the post–Vatican
II church orients itself to traditions and theologies outside its own.
On the Mormon side, possibilities for interfaith relations have improved
since the creation in 1973 of the Richard L. Evans Chair of Religious
Understanding at Brigham Young University, which has been occupied by
such luminaries as Truman Madsen, David Paulsen, Robert Millet, and presently James Faulconer, and has the goal of fostering “understanding among
people of different faiths.”37 Under Millet’s leadership, for example, Mormons
and evangelicals came together in unprecedented ways, both public and
private, especially through a dialogue relationship with Fuller Theological
Seminary and that institution’s president, Richard Mouw.
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But what is the future of Catholic-Mormon relations? However passive
and reactive Catholic authorities can be in response to theological questions,
there is little doubt that the Catholic Church has actively collaborated with
Latter-day Saints on social, moral, and political causes. Catholic and Mormon
support of Constitutional Amendment 2 in Hawaii (1998) and Proposition
20 (2000) and Proposition 8 (2008) in California were instrumental in the
passage of state-level legislation defining marriage as a union between a man
and a woman. In other words, there seems to be plenty of room for ecclesiastical-level engagement on shared values, but not so much on shared theologies.
If worldview differences are any indication, this is not too surprising: it is far
easier to join together on matters where there is moral and ethical agreement
and little theological contention.
But what about Catholic-Mormon relations at the lay level? Here the
opportunities for serious reflection, conversation, engagement, and dialogue
are potentially more open-ended. Despite the apparent hesitance of the US
Conference of Catholic Bishops’ Secretariat on Ecumenical and Interreligious
Affairs to commence a substantive and ongoing dialogue between the Roman
Catholic Church and The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, there
is no such limitation on individual Catholics to engage in interfaith relations
as an extension of their calling and mission. One of the oft-neglected documents of the Second Vatican Council is the Decree on the Apostolate of the
Laity (Apostolicam Actuositatem), which might have particular relevance for
lay Catholics interested in dialoguing with Mormons.
While directed at lay Catholics, Apostolicam Actuositatem contains a simple but inspiring message applicable to both Catholics and Mormons as both
traditions move forward: “Catholics should try to cooperate with all men
and women of good will to promote whatever is true, whatever just, whatever
holy, whatever lovable (cf. Phil. 4:8). They should hold discussions with them,
excel them in prudence and courtesy, and initiate research on social and public practices which should be improved in line with the spirit of the Gospel.”38
For laypersons, abstruse theological considerations often matter far less than
the cultivation of trust, friendship, community, and love. However, until
Catholic and Mormon ecclesiastical authorities commence a bilateral dialogue in the fashion of other such dialogues sponsored by the US Conference
of Catholic Bishops,39 it will be up to individual Catholics and Mormons to
gather on their own and collaborate wherever possible. In so doing, these
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groups should find common ground and build community but never ignore
the real theological differences between our traditions.
Notes
Many thanks to those who read and commented on early drafts of this essay, including Rachel
Cope, Fr. James Massa, Sanjay Merchant, Robert Millet, Richard Mouw, Fr. Thomas Rausch,
S.J., Jeffrey Roop, Fr. Alexei Smith, and Cory Willson. Most of all, deep thanks and appreciation to Richard Bushman, who was gracious enough to supervise an independent research
project on this topic during the fall 2010 semester at Claremont Graduate University.
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America, 1941), chapter 6.
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clearly seen in the council’s Decree on Ecumenism, Unitatis Redintegratio. The Protestant
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development of nascent Mormon theology. As he put it: “One must again keep in mind that
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and even Mormons today take great effort to make this known to a broad audience. Gary
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available through The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints directly, online (www.lds.
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29. See Prince and Wright, Rise of Modern Mormonism, 122. As Prince and Wright put
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As Latter-day Saints, we talk of Christ, rejoice in Christ, and preach of Christ.

Latter-day Saint
Christianity
robert l. millet

Robert L. Millet (robert_millet@byu.edu) is a professor of ancient scripture at BYU.

D

uring the last fifteen years, a substantial percentage of my time has been
devoted to interactions and dialogues with persons of other faiths, particularly with what have come to be known as traditional Christian religions.
This effort has resulted in some of the most enriching hours of my life as I
have read and compared and contrasted and spoke and listened and corrected
and been corrected. My heart has opened and expanded in ways that I never
would have supposed, and my curiosity has ripened into appreciation and
respect for men and women whose theological positions differ from my own.
It has been an effort to better understand doctrinal similarities and differences between Christians who insist they are Christian and Latter-day Saints
who profess to be Christian. I have been willing to take seriously the writings
and sermons of those not of my faith and to follow the counsel of President
Gordon B. Hinckley, former President of The Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints. Note some of his messages to the Latter-day Saints:
We must not become disagreeable as we talk of doctrinal differences. There is no
place for acrimony . . . .
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We can respect other religions and must do so. We must recognize the great
good they accomplish. We must teach our children to be tolerant and friendly
toward those not of our faith. We can and do work with those of other religions in
the defense of those values which have made our civilization great and our society
distinctive.”1
We must never forget that we live in a world of great diversity. The people of
the earth are all our Father’s children and are of many and varied religious persuasions. We must cultivate tolerance and appreciation and respect one another. We
have differences of doctrine. This need not bring about animosity or any kind of
holier-than-thou attitude.2
Now, brethren and sisters, let us . . . do a little better than we have done in the
past. We can all be a little kinder, a little more generous, a little more thoughtful of
one another. We can be a little more tolerant and friendly to those not of our faith,
going out of our way to show our respect for them. We cannot afford to be arrogant
or self-righteous. It is our obligation to reach out in helpfulness, not only to our own
but to all others as well. Their interest in and respect for this Church will increase
as we do so.3

I am persuaded that President Hinckley meant what he said and said
what he meant. I am simple enough in my faith to believe that one of the most
significant endeavors with which we can be involved is the sweet labor of love,
of conversation, of give and take, of sharing and comparing and contrasting
and learning—the work of religious dialogue, the effort associated with coming to better understand others and thereby better understand ourselves. I
have learned much about Christian history and theology through building
friendships and bridges of understanding with men and women throughout
and beyond this country, and, in the process, have learned half as much about
Mormonism. One cannot seriously engage the thought and heart of another
without being touched and, in some cases, transformed. My friend John
Stackhouse of Regent College in Vancouver, BC, has written the following in
his book, Humble Apologetics:
If I go no further than to think that it’s okay for you to do your thing and I to do
mine, then where is the incentive to seriously consider whether I should adopt your
thing and abandon mine?4
Our objective as those called to love God and our neighbors—to seek their
best interests—is to offer whatever assistance we can to our neighbors toward their
full maturity: toward full health in themselves and in their relationships, and especially toward God. Our mission must be as broad as God’s mission, and that mission
is to bring shalom to the whole world. In short, when it comes to our neighbors, our
goal is to help our neighbors to be fully converted into all God wants them to be.5
It may be that we disagree religiously because one of us has a superior interpretation of the same reality we’re all talking about. It may also be, however, that
we disagree because we are talking about different parts of a complex reality. And

Latter-day Saint Christianity

57

it may conceivably be a matter of both problems. The skillful apologist tries to sort
that all out with her neighbor as well as she can.6
If one is not sufficiently sympathetic, not sufficiently vulnerable to changing
one’s mind, not sufficiently willing to entertain the idea that these people might just
be right—then it is most unlikely that one will enter into that religion far enough
to understand its essence.7

Deﬁning Ourselves

I am wholly persuaded that it is appropriate and fair-minded for a people or a
religious body to be permitted to define themselves. Stephen Robinson and I
sat with three representatives of the Southern Baptist Convention in Kansas
City in 1997. After six or seven hours of conversation, questions, answers,
misstatements, and rebuttals, one of their number turned to us with great
earnestness and said: “Steve, Bob, if we could only convince you to give your
lives to Jesus. Turn to him now. He will receive you with open arms.” It’s hard
to describe what I felt at the time: How do I kindly but firmly proclaim, “Oh
marvel of marvels and wonder of wonders, as a Latter-day Saint I have already
found Jesus Christ, have tasted of the sweet fruit of his gospel, have experienced firsthand his cleansing and transforming power, and I have a hope in
him that has banished doubt and fear from my soul”? I have wondered how
those three might have felt if Stephen or I had said: “Bill, Ted, and Eric, if we
could only convince you to accept the truthfulness of the Bible, to receive it
as the word of God, to study its pages and allow it to enlighten your minds
and hearts and bring you closer to the Master.” It would be like turning to a
devout Roman Catholic and pleading with her to acknowledge Mary as a
critical part of the Catholic faith or like bearing testimony to a Muslim of the
significant role of Muhammad.
Most anti-Mormon polemic is filled with statements and declarations
from our own people in the past that are at best an anomaly and at worst a distortion of what the Church believes and stands for today. While Mormonism
will forevermore be linked to a past containing visions and revelations and
angels and golden plates, we must, if we truly admit to being a “living church”
(D&C 1:30), focus more and more upon what the Church is now and what
it is becoming. My friend Joseph McConkie made an observation once that
I think I will never forget. He said: “We have the scholarship of the early
brethren to build upon; we have the advantage of additional history; we have
inched our way up the mountain of our destiny and now stand in a position
to see things with greater clarity than did they . . . . We live in finer houses
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than did our pioneer forefathers, but this does not argue that we are better or
that our rewards will be greater. In like manner our understanding of gospel
principles should be better housed, and we should constantly be seeking to
make it so. There is no honor in our reading by oil lamps when we have been
granted better light.”8
This mirrors the sentiments of Elder James E. Talmage, expressed in 1932:
“The revelation of fundamental truths,” he explained, “through the prophets is
progressive, and additional light is given through successive revealments.”9 In
that light, I would ask simply that those who wish to discuss or investigate or
even challenge Mormonism to engage the twenty-first-century Church. Some
things have changed, and that’s just as it should be. Some things are taught differently, but that’s just as it should be. Is it not the case that our understanding,
our grasp, our focus, or our emphasis upon a given doctrine may change over
time? I hope so, for that is what members of a living church do.
I have very happy memories of attending church as a little boy. I loved the
people in the Hiawatha Street chapel in Baton Rouge, Louisiana. I enjoyed
being with them. I loved our fun activities, our dance and speech festivals, our
trips to the stake farm in Kentwood. I loved being taught by the people there,
and I still have warm and tender feelings associated with what I was taught
by those dedicated (and now deceased) Latter-day Saints. But I don’t remember learning much about the scriptures, except for a few Bible stories. In fact,
I don’t remember ever reading the scriptures in church or at home when I
was young. I do remember many uplifting talks on the Word of Wisdom, on
chastity, on missionary work, on being honest and faithful. To quote Elder
Neal A. Maxwell, one Church leader: “In my Primary days, we sang ‘“Give,”
Said the Little Stream’ (Children’s Songbook, 236)—certainly sweet and motivating but not exactly theologically drenched. Today’s children, as you know,
sing the more spiritually focused ‘I’m Trying to Be like Jesus’ (Children’s
Songbook, 78–79).”10 In my boyhood congregation and in my home, doctrinal
teachings weren’t discussed too often; that is in marked contrast with things
today. The doctrines were there in the scriptures all along, but only in recent
decades have we begun to talk of Christ, rejoice in Christ, preach of Christ
on a regular basis. Why? Because we want to be accepted into mainstream
Christianity? Hardly. No, more than ever before we sense the need, so that we
and our children “may know to what source [we] may look for a remission of
[our] sins” (2 Nephi 25:26). “In recent years,” Elder Bruce C. Hafen observed,
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“we Latter-day Saints have been teaching, singing, and testifying much more
about the Savior Jesus Christ. I rejoice that we are rejoicing more.”11
Latter-day Saint Christianity?

Who, exactly, is a Christian? The outcry that Latter-day Saints are not
Christian is a relatively recent phenomenon. I don’t remember reading that
the nineteenth-century attackers of the Mormons in New York, Pennsylvania,
Ohio, Missouri, Illinois, or even the Great Basin referred to us as nonChristian. They disagreed with us, of course. They thought the idea of a First
Vision or of angels or gold plates was bizarre. But I don’t remember reading
that the early Saints were called non-Christian. Nor do I remember ever being
called a non-Christian as a boy growing up in the Bible Belt. I really did not
hear much of this kind of rhetoric until the 1970s, when Walter Martin was
in his heyday and published his Kingdom of the Cults. Well, what are some
standard definitions of a Christian?
From the 1828 Webster’s dictionary:
A believer in the religion of Christ.
A professor of his belief in the religion of Christ.
A real disciple of Christ; one who . . . studies to follow the example, and obey the
precepts, of Christ.
Relating to Christ, or to his doctrines, precepts and example.

From The Shorter Oxford English Dictionary:
A member of a particular sect using this name.
A civilized human being; a decent, respectable person.

From the Harper’s Bible Dictionary:
Although certainty is not possible, the term was likely coined by non-Christians.
Whatever the origin, ‘Christian’ is the term that was increasingly applied to Jesus’
followers in the late first and early second centuries.

From the Holman Bible Dictionary:
A Christian is an adherent of Christ; one committed to Christ; a follower of Christ.

In the Westminster Dictionary of Theological Terms by Donald K. McKim:
Name applied originally in Antioch to followers of Jesus Christ (Acts 11:26) and
now used to designate those who believe in Jesus Christ and seek to live in the ways
he taught.
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From The Amsterdam Declaration (2000):
A Christian is a believer in God who is enabled by the Holy Spirit to submit to Jesus
Christ as Lord and Savior in a personal relationship of disciple to master and to live
the life of God’s kingdom. The word Christian should not be equated with any particular cultural, ethnic, political, or ideological tradition or group. Those who know
and love Jesus are also called Christ-followers, believers and disciples.12

Photo by Kent P. Jackson

More than any other single reason for exclusion, I have been told that
Mormons aren’t Christian because we do not accept the creeds that sought
to define the relationship between the members of the Godhead, beginning with Nicea in AD 325. We do believe there are three members of the
Godhead—Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; that each of the members of the
Godhead possesses all of the attributes of Godliness in perfection; and that
the love and unity that exist among these three persons—indeed, they are
infinitely more one than they are separate—is of such magnitude that they
constitute a divine community that is often referred to in scripture, including
the Book of Mormon, as “one eternal God” (see 2 Nephi 31:21; Alma 11:44;
3 Nephi 11:27, 36; 28:10; Mormon 7:7). Latter-day Saint teachings on this
topic might be referred to as a variation on the concept of social trinitarianism.

Site of Constantine’s palace in znik, Turkey, ancient Nicea, where the Council of Nicea took place in AD 325.
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Second, Mormons are not considered Christians by many within the
Christian world because we are not a part of the Christian tradition, or
the historic line of Christian churches. We are not Catholic, Orthodox, or
Protestant. What is, then, the Latter-day Saint Christian genealogy? One
only has to reflect for a moment to realize that Mormonism did not spring
into existence ex nihilo. That is, most of those who followed Joseph Smith and
joined The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints came from Protestant
traditions—indeed, large numbers of Methodists converted to Mormonism—
and so their link with Protestantism and thus Catholicism would be the same
as that of a Protestant or Catholic today. Latter-day Saints hold in honorable
remembrance such notables as Justin Martyr, Irenaeus, Ignatius, Clement,
Origen, Jerome, Wycliffe, Tyndale, and so forth. They are “our people,” our
Christian heroes as well as those of more traditional Christians, for they laid
the foundation for the preservation of significant elements of Christianity.
In speaking of the primitive church, President Boyd K. Packer observed
that “the flame flickered and dimmed . . . . But always, as it had from the
beginning, the Spirit of God inspired worthy souls. We owe an immense debt
to the protesters and the reformers who preserved the scriptures and translated them. They knew something had been lost. They kept the flame alive
as best they could. Many of them were martyrs.”13 On another occasion he
taught: “The line of priesthood authority was broken. But mankind was not
left in total darkness or completely without revelation or inspiration. The idea
that with the Crucifixion of Christ the heavens were closed and they opened
in the First Vision is not true. The Light of Christ would be everywhere present to attend the children of God; the Holy Ghost would visit seeking souls.
The prayers of the righteous would not go unanswered.”14 Similarly, Elder
Dallin H. Oaks explained, “We are indebted to the men and women who
kept the light of faith and learning alive through the centuries to the present day. We have only to contrast the lesser light that exists among peoples
unfamiliar with the names of God and Jesus Christ to realize the great contribution made by Christian teachers through the ages. We honor them as
servants of God.”15
I am told quite often that another reason for the rejection of Latterday Saints as Christian is because we do not believe in the sufficiency of the
Bible. To be sure, Joseph Smith would have disagreed, for example, with
the 1978 Chicago Statement on Biblical Inerrancy that declares: “The New
Testament canon is . . . now closed, inasmuch as no new apostolic witness
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to the historical Christ can now be borne. No new revelation (as distinct
from Spirit-given understanding of existing revelation) will be given until
Christ comes again.”16 For Latter-day Saints, such a statement about revelation is much more than the Bible itself reveals. As Joseph Smith taught, one
would need to have received a modern revelation in order to know for certain
that there will be no more revelation beyond the Bible.17 Further, Stephen
Robinson has written, “When [traditional Christians] accuse Mormons of
not believing the Bible, they usually mean that we do not believe interpretations formulated by postbiblical councils. If [Christians] are going to insist on
the doctrine of sola scriptura [by scripture alone] . . . , then they ought to stop
ascribing scriptural authority to postbiblical traditions.”18
As to additional doctrines that Latter-day Saints accept but which are not
a part of present-day Christendom, we might ask: Would the early Christians
who for decades had access only to the Gospel of Mark have considered the
deeper spiritual realities set forth later in the Gospel of John to represent a
portrait of “a different Jesus”? Hardly. Thus the current mantra of “Mormons
worship a different Jesus” is a misrepresentation of the facts. Latter-day Saints
clearly worship the historical Jesus—the man who was born in Bethlehem,
lived and ministered during the reign of Tiberius Caesar, functioned under
the oversight of Caiaphas ( Jews) and Pilate (Romans), gave his life as a sacrificial offering to atone for the sins of humankind, and rose from the grave
in glorious resurrected immortality. That there may be differences on certain
points of theology is not unimportant, but it does not merit the misleading
concept that Mormons somehow worship a different Jesus.
A Double Standard?

I raise another question: Has modern Christianity unwittingly created a type
of double standard in terms of (a) what is required to be saved and (b) what it
takes to be a Christian? At the time of Paul and Silas’s miraculous release from
prison, the Philippian jailer asked the question of questions: “Sirs, what must
I do to be saved? And they said, Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou
shalt be saved, and thy house” (Acts 16:30–31). Paul wrote to the Roman
saints that “if thou shalt confess with thy mouth the Lord Jesus, and shalt
believe in thine heart that God hath raised him from the dead, thou shalt
be saved. For with the heart man believeth unto righteousness; and with the
mouth confession is made unto salvation . . . . For whosoever shall call upon
the name of the Lord shall be saved” (Romans 10:9–10, 13).
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Could it be, therefore, that a Latter-day Saint who professes total faith
in and reliance upon Jesus Christ and who seeks in gratitude to keep his
commandments can be saved but at the same time not qualify to be called
a Christian? If one can be saved but is not allowed to be called a Christian,
then in fact a double standard is in effect. So while most professing Christian
faith traditions believe that knowing the truth and keeping the doctrine
pure are very important in one’s religious walk and talk, we ask: How much
does precise, exact, and totally accurate theology matter? Must the man or
woman in the pew be able to explain such matters as the Trinity as clearly and
articulately as a theologian or pastor? Does salvation come through correct
theology or one’s relationship with Christ? Will men or women be judged as
to the depth of their Christianity and thus their commitment to the Lamb of
God by the extent to which they understand or can explain theological concepts? How much “bad theology” can the grace of Jesus Christ cover? These
are certainly questions deserving of continuing conversation.
It does not appear to me that The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints will fade from the scene and go away. We are here to stay, and I would
propose that we and the religious world need to find more effective measures
to deal with one another. President Hinckley offered an optimistic projection: “I see a wonderful future in a very uncertain world,” he declared. “If we
will cling to our values, if we will build on our inheritance, if we will walk in
obedience before the Lord, if we will simply live the gospel, we will be blessed
in a magnificent and wonderful way. We will be looked upon as a peculiar
people who have found the key to a peculiar happiness.”19
A Personal Aside

It does not do irreparable damage to my feelings of worth to have someone
disagree with me, express that my position is weak or unfounded, or even state
that my conclusions are downright false. I really am not troubled too much
when people state that Latter-day Saints are not Christian, especially if the
one making the judgment is the kind of person who would have historical or
doctrinal reasons for doing so. The most difficult times for me are when persons of other faiths hear me speak or read my writings and conclude that I am
a liar, I am deceptive, or I am a part of some grand Mormon conspiracy bent
on convincing a naive public that Latter-day Saints are just like everyone else.
In that regard, some have suggested that The Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints seems to be moving into the mainstream of Christianity, or
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at least attempting to do so. What of this claim? For one thing, Latter-day
Saint leaders have encouraged members of the Church to get to know their
neighbors better; be more involved in community and civic and political
affairs; show greater love, acceptance, and tolerance for those of other faiths;
and in general help the world to know that we are not, strictly speaking, a
weird bunch. Second, the Church is seeking to be better understood, to teach
their doctrine in a manner that would (a) allow others to see clearly where
we stand on important issues and (b) eliminate misperceptions and misrepresentations. While there is, for example, a greater stress in the present Church
upon the divine sonship of Christ, the nature of his atoning sacrifice, and the
vital place of his redeeming mercy and grace, these matters have been in LDS
scripture since the days of Joseph Smith; what has changed is the emphasis,
not the content.
To be frank, it would be foolish for Latter-day Saints to stray from their
moorings and seek to blend in with everyone else. People are joining our
Church in ever-increasing numbers, not because we are just like the Roman
Catholics or the Greek Orthodox or the Baptists or the Methodists or the
Presbyterians down the street; they choose to leave their former faith and
be baptized as Latter-day Saints because of distinctive LDS theology. Our
strength lies in our distinctive teachings and lifestyle. In that spirit, President
Hinckley said: “Our membership has grown. I believe it has grown in faithfulness . . . . Those who observe us say that we are moving into the mainstream
of religion. We are not changing. The world’s perception of us is changing. We
teach the same doctrine. We have the same organization. We labor to perform
the same good works. But the old hatred is disappearing; the old persecution is dying. People are better informed. They are coming to realize what we
stand for and what we do.”20
Conclusion

Given the challenges we face in our society, it seems so foolish for men and
women who believe in God, whose hearts and lives have been surrendered
to that God, to allow doctrinal differences to prevent them from working
together. Okay, you believe in a triune God, that the Almighty is a spirit, and
that he created all things ex nihilo. I believe that God is an exalted man, that
he is a separate and distinct being from the Son and the Holy Spirit. One
person believes in heaven, while another believes in nirvana. One believes
that the Sabbath should be observed on Saturday, while her neighbor feels
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that the day of corporate worship should be on Friday. This one speaks in
tongues, and that one spends much of his time leading marches against social
injustice, while a third believes that little children should be baptized. One
good Baptist is a strict Calvinist, while another tends to take freedom of the
will quite seriously. And so on, and so on.
Doctrinal differences, while important, need not result in suspicion or
paranoia. It is hard for me to fathom that the God and Father of us all is
pleased with name-calling, marginalization, or demonization on the part of
those who claim to be his children and who delight in truth. It must cause
great pain to our Lord and Savior, he who pleaded in his great Intercessory
Prayer for the unity of his followers (see John 17:20–23), to witness the bickering and ill will that too often characterize the rhetoric and behavior of the
religious. One can be thoroughly committed to her faith and way of life and
still be kind. One can be completely convinced that he has the truth without tearing down another person or being sarcastic. And one can have no
intention whatsoever of changing faiths and still be interested, curious, and
respectful of what others teach and hold dear. I am inspired and motivated
by the following statement from the Prophet Joseph Smith: “If I esteem mankind to be in error, shall I bear them down? No. I will lift them up, and in
their own way too, if I cannot persuade them my way is better; and I will not
seek to compel any man to believe as I do, only by the force of reasoning, for
truth will cut its own way. Do you believe in Jesus Christ and the Gospel of
salvation which He revealed? So do I. Christians should cease wrangling and
contending with each other, and cultivate the principles of union and friendship in their midst; and they will do it before the millennium can be ushered
in and Christ takes possession of His kingdom.”21
Now, while I have spent a significant portion of my time in the last fifteen years involved in religious outreach, while I have sought to the best of
my limited abilities to read and understand and grasp what it is exactly that
men and women of other faiths believe, and while I have no hesitation admitting that I have learned a great deal from my friends of other faiths, matters
that have done much to open new windows of gospel understanding to me,
I profess that I am a believing Latter-day Saint, that I am as devoted to the
restored gospel today as I have ever been, and that all that I have felt and
learned and experienced since 1997 has contributed to my lifelong commitment to Mormonism. It is my conviction that not only is The Church of Jesus
Christ of Latter-day Saints the custodian of God’s divine authority but that
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it also provides a more complete, compelling, and consoling picture of the
purpose of life and of God’s plan for the redemption and glorification of his
children than any other religious tradition. My ultimate trust is in God the
Eternal Father and in his redeeming Son, the Lord Jesus Christ. My worship
is reserved for them.
The same Spirit that affirms the reality of God and the salvation of
Christ whispers to my soul that Joseph Smith was divinely called and that
the keys of the kingdom of God have continued in rightful succession to the
present day. These things I know, and I know them in the only way spiritual and eternal things can be known, by the power of the Holy Spirit (see
1 Corinthians 2:11–14). Mormonism is as stimulating and satisfying to my
mind as it is stirring and settling to my heart; the Lord has thus provided
a reason for the hope within me (see 1 Peter 3:15). That the Father and the
Son will bless honest seekers after truth with that Spirit that unites and welds
hearts and minds together so that eventually peace may prevail among people
of goodwill is my sincere hope.
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Teachers must help students gain a sound and sure knowledge of the Atonement, look to Jesus as the way,
and trust that “there is none other way nor name given under heaven whereby they can be saved.”
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P

resident Boyd K. Packer recently stated, “Everybody is a teacher—the
leader is a teacher; the follower is a teacher; the counselor is a teacher;
the parents are teachers . . . . Therefore, teaching is the center of all that we
do.”1 Because of this universal responsibility to teach, the commission given
to seminary and institute personnel “to help [students] understand and rely
on the teachings and Atonement of Jesus Christ”2 is relevant to each member
of the Church. Consequently, we as teachers must encourage, demonstrate,
and invite this reliance on the merciful hand of him who is the “Shepherd
and Bishop of [our] souls” (1 Peter 2:25). In the spirit of President Packer’s
declarative that “true doctrine, understood, changes attitudes and behavior,”3
this article provides a scripturally substantive look at what must be taught in
order for students to come to “rely on this Redeemer” (1 Nephi 10:6).

Teach the Doctrine from the Book of Mormon

Over the past couple of months, I have had two of my dear friends talk with
me about loved ones who have left the Church and “found Jesus” in another
69
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denomination. Interestingly, both of these young men began a “serious study
of the Bible,” culminating in their belief and understanding that salvation is in
Christ and that this doctrine is somehow at odds with the Book of Mormon.
It did not take long for me to show my friends that the Book of Mormon not
only verifies this truth but magnifies it.
The students we teach must understand that “the Book of Mormon is the
keystone in our witness of Jesus Christ,”4 carrying with it the clear and persuasive invitation to “follow the Son” (2 Nephi 31:13) and to “cry out unto
the Lord Jesus for mercy” (Alma 38:8), with the understanding that “there
is no other way nor means whereby man can be saved, only through the atoning blood of Jesus Christ” (Helaman 5:9; emphasis added). Indeed, from the
first chapter to the last, the prophetic invitation of the Book of Mormon is
to “come unto Christ” (Moroni 10:32; see also 1 Nephi 1:14), to “have faith
in Christ” (Moroni 10:4), to “have hope through the atonement of Christ”
(Moroni 7:41), to be “sanctified in Christ” (Moroni 10:33), to be filled with
“the pure love of Christ” (Moroni 7:47), to be made “alive in Christ” (Moroni
8:22), and to “press forward with a steadfastness in Christ” (2 Nephi 31:20)
so that we may one day become “perfect in Christ” (Moroni 10:33). Thus
teachers “need to know how to use the Book of Mormon . . . to show how it
answers the great questions of the soul.”5 Consequently, this article will draw
extensively from the Book of Mormon, showing how it answers “the great
question” (Alma 34:4) of salvation through Christ and his Atonement.
Christ-Centered Teaching

A story was told of a man who “had an interview with Elder Joseph Fielding
Smith before being hired to teach in the Church seminary and institute program. When Elder Smith asked [the man] what [he] intended to teach, [this
man] mentioned several important gospel principles. Elder Smith looked
at him lovingly but sternly and said, ‘You teach Jesus Christ and him crucified.’”6 What poignant counsel! Whatever other gospel principle we are
asked to teach, we must help students “know to what source they may look
for a remission of their sins” (2 Nephi 25:26). Because of this commission, we
must always ensure that “we talk of Christ, we rejoice in Christ, we preach
of Christ, [and] we prophesy of Christ” (2 Nephi 25:26). In this way our
students will quickly learn that they must build their foundation on Christ
(see Helaman 5:12; Jacob 4:16) because he is “the great, and the last, and the
only sure foundation, upon which [they] can build” ( Jacob 4:16). They will
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understand that they were “purchased by the Savior’s blood” and will come to
know “Jesus, whom their souls rely on.”7
To ensure that the newly organized Church did not, as did the Jews
of old, “stumble” in “looking beyond the mark” ( Jacob 4:14), the Prophet
Joseph Smith made clear that “the fundamental principles of our religion are
. . . concerning Jesus Christ, that He died, was buried, and rose again the third
day, and ascended into heaven; and all other things which pertain to our religion are only appendages to it.”8 In other words, we are to teach the message
of the gospel, which the Lord explained to be “that he came into the world,
even Jesus, to be crucified for the world, and to bear the sins of the world, and
to sanctify the world, and to cleanse it from all unrighteousness; that through
him all might be saved whom the Father had put into his power and made by
him” (D&C 76:41–42; see also 3 Nephi 27:13–17; 1 Corinthians 15:1–4).
The very essence of the gospel message is that “salvation was, and is, and is to
come, in and through the atoning blood of Christ, the Lord Omnipotent”
(Mosiah 3:18). Indeed, “it is the message of love, hope, and mercy that there
is a reconciliation of man with God.”9
It thus becomes clear that “our salvation depends on believing in and
accepting the Atonement,”10 and, as a result, every element of our worship
and our “labor in the vineyard” ( Jacob 5:71) must be calculated to help others to “be reconciled unto [God] through the atonement of Christ” ( Jacob
4:11). It is precisely because “His Atonement is the most transcendent event
that ever has or ever will occur from Creation’s dawn through all the ages
of a never-ending eternity”11 that I ask, with the prophet Jacob, “Why not
speak of the atonement of Christ, and attain to a perfect knowledge of
him . . . ?” ( Jacob 4:12). This probing question leads to the premise of this
article—we as teachers must help students gain “a sound and sure knowledge
of the Atonement,”12 look to Jesus as “the way” ( John 14:6; emphasis added),
and trust that “there is none other way nor name given under heaven whereby
[they] can be saved” (2 Nephi 31:21).
The Plan of Salvation

Given the centrality of the doctrine of the Atonement, it is somewhat disheartening that when we bring up “the plan of salvation” ( Jarom 1:2; Alma
24:14; Moses 6:62) in a classroom setting, almost immediately our students
myopically envision a large bubble chart stretching across the whiteboard of
their minds. How tragic it would be if, in their time in our classes, these same
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students did not understand that “the plan of happiness” (Alma 42:16) is also
“the eternal plan of deliverance” (2 Nephi 11:5; emphasis added), the “great
plan of redemption” (Alma 34:31; emphasis added), and the “merciful plan
of the great Creator” (2 Nephi 9:6; emphasis added). In order to understand
and “rely on this Redeemer” (1 Nephi 10:6) and trust in “this reaching, rescuing, merciful Jesus,”13 our students must have a foundational understanding
of two of the core doctrines of our faith: the Fall and the Atonement, which
indeed compose the very “plan of salvation” (see Moses 6:62).
Perhaps a word of caution would be appropriate here. Because “the fire
of the covenant”14 burns deeply in the hearts of those who are called to teach,
and also because of our desires to fan the flame of faith already aglow in the
lives of the students, we have a tendency to be too anxious, too worried, and
even too zealous. Three simple, yet powerful, scriptural injunctions can help
ensure that we are not “shaken from [our] firmness” and thus avoid stumbling
“because of [our] over anxiety for [our students]” ( Jacob 4:18).
First, the Lord has clearly taught “this is my work and my glory—to
bring to pass the immortality and eternal life of man” (Moses 1:39; emphasis
added). Remember, your students are his “work” and his “glory.” He is never
distracted from this effort!15 Second, “let your hearts be comforted concerning [your students]; for all flesh is in [his] hands; be still and know that [he
is] God” (D&C 101:16; emphasis added). Remember, the Lord is “able to do
[his] own work” (2 Nephi 27:20, 21). He knew and loved these students even
before you did; indeed he knows and loves them even more than you do! We
must therefore provide moments of stillness and “deliberate pause” wherein
the Lord “will supply [his] own ‘evidence of things not seen’ (Hebrews
11:1).”16 Third, “[He] must bring forth the fulness of [his] gospel . . . . And
behold, . . . thou art called to assist” (D&C 14:10–11). Remember, he is the
Good Shepherd and knows his sheep (see John 10:14). Our role is simply
to be undershepherds. As the Lord put it, you and I are simply “called to
assist.” Ofttimes our discouragements and anxieties stem from our unintentional lack of trust in him whose love and concern for our students is manifest
in the offering of “his own life” (D&C 34:3). Indeed, the wounds engraved
“upon the palms of [his] hands” (1 Nephi 21:16) are everlasting evidence that
he will remember us and that he will remember our students.17 Remember, he
has promised to be in our midst as we “are gathered together in [his] name”
(D&C 6:32).
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The Fall: “Father of the Atonement”18

President Ezra Taft Benson explained, “Just as a man does not really desire
food until he is hungry, so he does not desire the salvation of Christ until he
knows why he needs Christ. No one adequately and properly knows why he
needs Christ until he understands and accepts the doctrine of the fall and
its effect upon all mankind. And no other book in the world explains this
vital doctrine nearly as well as the Book of Mormon.”19 It is the doctrine of
the Fall that provides the motivational milieu that directs the consuming
focus of our “labor in the Church” (D&C 75:28) and our teaching efforts in
helping others “be reconciled unto [God] through the atonement of Christ”
( Jacob 4:11). Teaching the doctrine of the Fall is thus analogous to pouring
the theological footings, ensuring that our students’ understanding of the
Atonement is securely grounded, established, and settled (see Ephesians 3:17;
1 Peter 5:10).20 Their foundation thus becomes sure and secure, “a foundation
whereon if [they] build they cannot fall” (Helaman 5:12).
In order for our students to understand the doctrine of the Fall, they
must realize that the scriptures talk about two falls—the Fall of Adam and
our own fall.21 Additionally, they must recognize that “the Fall had a twofold
direction—downward, yet forward.”22 To analyze both the Fall of Adam and
our own fall, this paper will explore each using three divisions: (1) the law
given, (2) the law broken, and (3) the Atonement made (“the demands of
justice” satisfied; Alma 34:16).
The Fall of Adam

Law given: When the Lord created our first parents, he “took the man, and
put him into the Garden of Eden, to dress it, and to keep it” (Moses 3:15).
Elder Bruce R. McConkie explained the following about the garden:
In that first edenic day, Adam was still in the presence of God, with whom he walked
and talked and from whom he received counsel and commandments. (Moses 3; 4.)
He had temporal life because his spirit was housed in a temporal body, one made
from the dust of the earth. (Abra. 5:7.) He had spiritual life because he was in the
presence of God and was alive to the things of righteousness or of the Spirit. He had
not yet come to that state of mortal probation in which are found the testings and
trials requisite to a possible inheritance of eternal life. As yet the full knowledge of
good and evil had not been placed before him; and, what was tremendously important in the eternal scheme of things, he could have no children.23
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In this condition the Lord gave a law to Adam: “Of every tree of the
garden thou mayest freely eat, but of the tree of the knowledge of good and
evil, thou shalt not eat of it, nevertheless, thou mayest choose for thyself, for
it is given unto thee; but, remember that I forbid it, for in the day thou eatest
thereof thou shalt surely die” (Moses 3:16–17; emphasis added). The law was
very clearly stated—if Adam and Eve partook of the fruit they would surely die.
Law broken: After Lucifer enticed Eve, “she took of the fruit thereof, and
did eat, and also gave unto her husband with her, and he did eat” (Moses 4:12).
Because of this transgression, the Lord said, “Therefore I, the Lord God, will
send him forth from the Garden of Eden, to till the ground from whence he
was taken; for as I, the Lord God, liveth, even so my words cannot return void,
for as they go forth out of my mouth they must be fulfilled” (Moses 4:29–30).
Because his words must be fulfilled, “we see that all mankind were fallen,
and they were in the grasp of justice; yea, the justice of God, which consigned
them forever to be cut off from his presence” (Alma 42:14). “Because that
Adam fell, we are; and by his fall came death; and we are made partakers of
misery and woe” (Moses 6:48). Commenting on this helpless and fallen condition, President Joseph Fielding Smith said:
The fall brought death. That is not a desirable condition. We do not want to be
banished from the presence of God. We do not want to be subject forever to mortal
conditions. We do not want to die and have our bodies turn to dust [physical death],
and the spirits that possess these bodies by right, turned over to the realm of Satan
and become subject to him [spiritual death] . . . .
But that was the condition; and if Christ had not come as the atoning sacrifice,
in demand of the law of justice, to repair or to atone or to redeem us from the condition that Adam found himself in, and that we find ourselves in; then mortal death
would have come; the body would have gone back to the dust from where it came;
the spirit would have gone into the realms of Satan’s domain, and have been subject
to him forever.24

Because of the justice of God, each one of us is caught in the pernicious
and perditious “grasp of this awful monster; yea, that monster, death and hell,
which I call the death of the body [physical death), and also the death of the
spirit [spiritual death]” (2 Nephi 9:10). When we are teaching these eternal
truths, it may be helpful to show students scripturally what would happen
if Christ were taken out of the plan. Jacob explained that if Christ had not
offered his infinite Atonement, “the first judgment which came upon man
[‘thou shalt surely die’] must needs have remained to an endless duration”
(2 Nephi 9:7). Thus, “this flesh must have laid down to rot and to crumble to
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its mother earth, to rise no more . . . . And our spirits must have become like
unto him, and we become devils, angels to a devil” (2 Nephi 9:7, 9). In other
words, instead of becoming exalted and divine, our bodies would become fertilizer and our spirits would become devils!
It is clear that “all mankind, by the fall of Adam being cut off from the
presence of the Lord, are considered as dead, both as to things temporal and
to things spiritual” (Helaman 14:16; see also Alma 12:16, 22, 32; Alma 42:9).
Consequently, every person born into mortality becomes “lost, because of the
transgressions of their parents” (2 Nephi 2:21) and “would have been endlessly
lost were it not that God redeemed his people from their lost and fallen state”
(Mosiah 16:3, 6). Thus, without Christ, both the infant and the infidel would
be lost forever as punishment for Adam’s transgression, without deliverance
“from that awful monster, death and hell, and the devil, and the lake of fire and
brimstone, which is endless torment” (2 Nephi 9:26). An understanding of
the helpless and hopeless situation brought on by the Fall contextualizes that
which is inextricably bound to it—the Atonement of Christ.
Atonement made: Surely it is in this helpless, fallen, and vulnerable telestial state that we find Adam, firmly anchored with “hope for a better world”
(Ether 12:4), offering unto the Lord “the firstlings of [his] flocks” (Moses
5:5). Indeed, as the angel appeared, inquiring as to why he offered sacrifices
to the Lord, Adam’s contrition percolates the pages as he humbly yet confidently declared, “I know not, save the Lord commanded me” (Moses 5:6).
Explaining that “this thing is a similitude of the sacrifice of the Only Begotten”
and commanding Adam to “do all that thou doest in the name of the Son,”
this tutoring seraph then invited Adam to repent and to call upon him who
“is full of grace” forevermore (Moses 5:7–8). Delivering hope about the
Atonement, the Holy Ghost placatingly proclaimed that “as thou hast fallen
thou mayest be redeemed, and all mankind, even as many as will” (Moses 5:9;
emphasis added). All mankind. Thus Adam exultantly learned that although
“by his fall, all mankind became a lost and fallen people” (Alma 12:22; emphasis added), “the Messiah cometh . . . that he may redeem the children of men
from the fall” (2 Nephi 2:26) and “through the Atonement of Christ, all mankind may be saved” (Articles of Faith 1:3; emphasis added).
The scriptures plainly teach that because of the damning effects of the
Fall upon mankind, namely physical and spiritual death, nothing short of
“an infinite and eternal sacrifice” (Alma 34:10) could provide the requisite
universal redemption from the grueling grasp of this two headed monster,
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“death and hell” (2 Nephi 9:10;see 2 Nephi 9:10–13, 19, 26). Indeed, Samuel
the Lamanite taught that Christ “must die that salvation may come; yea, it
behooveth him and becometh expedient that he dieth, to bring to pass the
resurrection of the dead, that thereby men may be brought into the presence of
the Lord. Yea, behold, this death bringeth to pass the resurrection, and redeemeth all mankind from the first death” (Helaman 14:15–16; emphasis added).
In this way, the Resurrection automatically brings all men back into the presence of God, or overcomes the state of spiritual death caused by the Fall of
Adam: “Thus all the effects of the fall of Adam are overcome automatically
without condition [by the Atonement].”25
Because of this universal redemption from the Fall, “men became again,
in their infant state, innocent before God” (D&C 93:38). The Lord declared
to Adam, “I have forgiven thee thy transgression in the Garden of Eden.
Hence came the saying abroad among the people, that the Son of God hath
atoned for original guilt” (Moses 6:53–54), ensuring that “men will be punished for their own sins, and not for Adam’s transgression” (Articles of Faith
1:2). “And because that they are redeemed from the fall they have become free
forever, knowing good from evil; to act for themselves and not to be acted
upon” (2 Nephi 2:26). Thus, “because of the righteousness of the Redeemer”
(2 Nephi 2:3) and through His “merits, and mercy, and grace” (2 Nephi 2:8),
men became “agents unto themselves” (Moses 6:56), empowered to “act in
doctrine and principle . . . according to the moral agency which [the Lord
has] given unto [them], that every man may be accountable for his own sins”
(D&C 101:78).
“Our Own Fall”26

Law given: In connection with the liberating truth that “we were reconciled
to God by the death of his Son” (Romans 5:10) and thus made free to act for
ourselves, the Lord has commanded, “Therefore I would that ye should be
perfect even as I, or your Father who is in heaven is perfect” (3 Nephi 12:48).
This command leads to the law which, when broken, brings about our own
fall—“no unclean thing can inherit the kingdom of heaven” (Alma 11: 37;
see 1 Nephi 10:21; 1 Nephi 15:34; Alma 7:21; Alma 40:26; 3 Nephi 27:19;
Moses 6:57).
Law broken: Brigham Young taught that “the men and women, who
desire to obtain seats in the celestial kingdom, will find that they must battle . . . every day.”27 Because we live in a fallen world to which Satan and his
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followers were banished (see Revelation 12:4, 9; Moses 4:3), we must battle
daily with the “enemy to all righteousness” (Mosiah 4:14) and our own natural “thorn[s] in the flesh” (2 Corinthians 12:7). Because we grapple with the
tendencies of the “natural man” (Mosiah 3:19), and because of mortal weakness, we “all have sinned, and come short of the glory of God” (Romans 3:23).
Such sins make us unclean and therefore unfit for the kingdom, for if we are
filthy, “it must needs be that [we] cannot dwell in the kingdom of God; if so,
the kingdom of God must be filthy also. But . . . the kingdom of God is not
filthy, wherefore there must needs be a place of filthiness prepared for that
which is filthy” (1 Nephi 15:33–34).
We read that “all are hardened; yea, all are fallen and are lost, and must
perish except it be through the atonement which it is expedient should be
made” (Alma 34:9). Indeed, “Satan hath come among the children of men,
and tempteth them to worship him; and men have become carnal, sensual,
and devilish, and are shut out from the presence of God” (Moses 6:49). “And
thus we see that all mankind were fallen, and they were in the grasp of justice” (Alma 42:14), for “by the law no flesh is justified; or, by the law men
are cut off . . . and become miserable forever” (2 Nephi 2:5). Thus we see
that “if it were not for the plan of redemption, (laying it aside) as soon as
they were dead their souls were miserable, being cut off from the presence
of the Lord. And now, there was no means to reclaim men form this fallen
state, which man had brought upon himself because of his own disobedience”
(Alma 42:11–12).
Robert L. Millet explained that in this fallen state, “we have thoughts
that are unclean, feelings that are un-Christian, desires that are unholy, attitudes that are divisive, inclinations that are disruptive to order and decency.
We manifest pride and arrogance and too often filter our decisions through
the lenses of ego. We are consumed with judgmentalism and tend to look
more harshly upon the flaws and misdeed of others than is wise or charitable.
We complain and murmur when things do not go as we had hoped or when
they go slower than we had anticipated.”28 This is the condition in which we
find both ourselves and our students and, if left unchecked, we could erroneously assume that there is no hope, nor balm, to help and heal us.
Perhaps causing more anxiety is the fact that many of us have already felt
“the great goodness of the Lord” (2 Nephi 4:17), have been preserved by his
providential hand in the storms of our lives (see 2 Nephi 4:20), and have been
“snatched” and “redeemed from the gall of bitterness and bonds of iniquity”
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(Mosiah 27:29). In short, we know that “there is only one way to happiness
and fulfillment,”29 yet we continually and foolishly choose some other way. In
such a state, our fallen hearts cry out with the prophet Nephi, “O wretched
man that I am! Yea, my heart sorroweth because of my flesh; my soul grieveth
because of mine iniquities. I am encompassed about, because of the temptations and the sins which do so easily beset me. And when I desire to rejoice,
my heart groaneth because of my sins” (2 Nephi 4:17–19). Consider the manifestation of this feeling in the young man who comes into your class with fear
in his eyes, the burden of sin on his back, and the Spirit pricking his heart. It
is obvious that such a young man needs the treatment that comes only from
reliance on the healing hands of “the Great Physician.”30 Thus with this consciousness of our sinful and fallen state must come an impetus to rely “wholly
upon the merits of him who is mighty to save” (2 Nephi 31:19).
Atonement made: “According to justice, the plan of redemption could not
be brought about, only on conditions of repentance of men in this probationary state” (Alma 42:13) and thus the Lord, who laid his life down because of
his love for the world (see 2 Nephi 26:24), granted us a probationary state so
that we could repent:“Therefore this life became a probationary state; . . . a
time to prepare for that endless state which shall bring to pass the resurrection of the dead” (Alma 12:24).
Understanding the helpless and fallen state of man, Amulek taught that
“it is expedient that an atonement should be made; for according to the great
plan of the Eternal God there must be an atonement made, or else all mankind must unavoidably perish; yea, all are hardened; yea, all are fallen and are
lost, and must perish except it be through the atonement which it is expedient should be made” (Alma 34:9). The message of the gospel carries with it an
invitation to “Come unto Christ” (Moroni 10:32) or, as is so often the case, to
“return unto [Christ]” (3 Nephi 9:13). With this invitation comes the promise that those who are hardened can be softened, those who are fallen can be
lifted and redeemed, and those who are lost can be rescued and “dwell safely
in the Holy One of Israel” (1 Nephi 22:28), being encompassed in the merciful, safe, and encircling “arms of his love” (2 Nephi 1:15).31
Helaman 14 contains teachings from the prophet Samuel regarding two
deaths, one resulting from the Fall of Adam, “the first death” (Helaman 14:16;
see vv. 15–17), and one in consequence of our own fall, the “second death”
(Helaman 14:18; see v. 19). He made clear that because of the Atonement of
Christ, all mankind are redeemed from the first death and that the Atonement

Helping Students Rely on the Redeemer

79

“bringeth them back into the presence of the Lord” (Helaman 14:17). He
gave further clarification on the “second death” when he explained that the
Atonement “bringeth to pass the condition of repentance, that whosoever
repenteth the same is not hewn down and cast into the fire; but whosoever
repenteth not is hewn down and cast into the fire; and there cometh upon
them again a spiritual death, yea, a second death, for they are cut off again
as to things pertaining to righteousness” (Helaman 14:18; emphasis added).
Thus the second death “is an ultimate or final spiritual death that comes
not because of leaving God’s presence to be born into mortality, but comes
because of unrepented personal sin.”32 Simply stated, although “a person with
unresolved sin cannot remain in God’s presence after he or she is brought
back to Him for judgment,”33 Christ’s Atonement provides the hope that they
“may have a remission of [sins] through his merits” (Helaman 14:13) if they
will but exercise “faith unto repentance” (Alma 34:15).
Our students have been taught that Christ is the “Savior of the world”
(D&C 66:1) and that the Atonement provides redemption for “every living
creature, both men, women, and children, who belong to the family of Adam”
(2 Nephi 9:21). Additionally, most of them understand that his Atonement
was “infinite and eternal” (Alma 34:10), providing salvation for all “whom
the Father had put into his power and made by him” (D&C 76:42). Given
that the Father and Son have created “worlds without number” (Moses 1:33),
such a redemption is indeed infinite in its scope!
While it is necessary for our students to know and believe in a God who
is omnipotent, omniscient, and omnipresent, it is also important for them
to understand and trust that he is “omniloving”34 and that “it is his good
will to give [them] the kingdom” (D&C 29:5). The scriptures abound with
examples of how the Atonement is both infinite and intimate. For example,
Alma the Younger movingly taught that Jesus would go forth, suffering pains,
afflictions, temptations of every kind, sicknesses, death, the sins of his people
(see Alma 7:11), and that he “will take upon him their infirmities, that his
bowels may be filled with mercy, according to the flesh, that he may know
according to the flesh how to succor his people according to their infirmities”
(Alma 7:12; see Hebrews 2:18; 4:15; D&C 62:1). Indeed, “he hath borne our
griefs, and carried our sorrows . . . ; and with his stripes we are healed” (Isaiah
53:4–5), physically, mentally, emotionally, and spiritually.
Thus, while the Atonement is the means by which we are forgiven,
cleansed, reconciled with God, and ultimately exalted, it is also the catalyst
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through which we receive the Savior’s succoring aid.35 Stephen E. Robinson
commented on this truth:
All the negative aspects of human existence brought about by the Fall, Jesus Christ
absorbed into himself. He experienced vicariously in Gethsemane all the private
griefs and heartaches, all the physical pains and handicaps, all the emotional burdens and depressions of the human family. He knows the loneliness of those who
don’t fit in or who aren’t handsome or pretty. He knows what it’s like to choose up
teams and be the last one chosen. He knows the anguish of parents whose children
go wrong . . . . He knows all these things personally and intimately because he lived
them in the Gethsemane experience. Having personally lived a perfect life, he then
chose to experience our imperfect lives. In that infinite Gethsemane experience, he
lived a billion billion lifetimes of sin, pain, disease, and sorrow . . . . Thus we owe
him not only for our spiritual cleansing from sin, but for our physical, mental, and
emotional healings as well, for he has borne these infirmities for us also. All that the
Fall put wrong, the Savior and his atonement puts right. It is all part of his infinite
sacrifice—of his infinite gift.36

Our students must understand, believe, and rely on what the Apostle
Paul taught when he said that because Christ “was touched with the feeling
of our infirmities” and “was in all points tempted like as we are, yet without sin,” people can “come boldly unto the throne of grace, that [they] may
obtain mercy, and find grace to help in time of need” (Hebrews 4:15–16).
The young man who is cut from the basketball team, the young woman who is
not asked to homecoming, the fourteen-year-old who moves to a new school
at the beginning of her ninth-grade year, and the young man who is caught
in the middle of his parents’ nasty divorce must know that they can “come
boldly unto the throne of grace” because Christ “has the power to become
intimately acquainted with each of us.”37 When considering the sufferings of
Gethsemane and Calvary, Elder Merrill J. Bateman taught that “instead of
an impersonal mass of sin, there was a long line of people, as Jesus felt ‘our
infirmities’ (Hebrews 4:15), ‘[bore] our ‘griefs, . . . carried our sorrows . . .
[and] was bruised for our iniquities’ (Isaiah 53:4–5). The Atonement was
an intimate, personal experience in which Jesus came to know how to help
each of us.”38
It is experiencing this matchless love that will warm the hearts and buoy
up the spirits of the seedling Saints that we are called to “[nourish] by the
good word of God” (Moroni 6:4). As they feel this love, our students will
understand that “He rejoices in our genuine goodness and achievement, but
any assessment of where we stand in relation to Him tells us that we do not
stand at all! We kneel! . . . Indeed, we cannot teach Him anything! But we
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can listen to Him. We can love Him, we can honor Him, we can worship
Him! We can keep His commandments, and we can feast upon His scriptures! Yes, we who are so forgetful and even rebellious are never forgotten by
Him! We are His ‘work’ and His ‘glory,’ and He is never distracted!”39
Salvation by Grace

The Book of Mormon summarizes the expediency of the Atonement when it
says, “Since man had fallen he could not merit anything of himself; but the sufferings and death of Christ atone for their sins” (Alma 22:14). Because “there
is no flesh that can dwell in the presence of God, save it be through the merits, and mercy, and grace of the Holy Messiah” (2 Nephi 2:8), we “all depend
upon the same Being,” and must therefore call on his name, “begging for a
remission of [our] sins” (Mosiah 4:19-20). Thus, in response to the question
of how we are saved, our students must understand that “there is no other way
nor means whereby man can be saved, only through the atoning blood of Jesus
Christ” (Helaman 5:9; emphasis added; see also Acts 4:10–12; 2 Nephi 9:41;
25:20; 31:20–21; Mosiah 3:17; 4:6–8; 5:7–8; Alma 38:9; D&C 18: 23–25).40
When considering all that the Savior has done, is doing, and will do for our
salvation, it is sacrilegious for anyone to think or profess that their own works
will save them. For, as the scriptures say, “by grace are ye saved . . . not of yourselves . . . lest any man should boast” (Ephesians 2:8–9). For “shall the ax boast
itself against him that heweth therewith? Shall the saw magnify itself against
him that shaketh it? As if the rod should shake itself against them that lift it
up, or as if the staff should lift up itself as if it were no wood!” (2 Nephi 20:15).
Our students must also remember, however, that the gospel is a covenant
and that a covenant involves the participation of both parties. Dr. Millet
explained, “We know without question that the power to save us, to change
us, to renew our souls is in Christ. True faith, however, always manifests
itself in faithfulness. Good works evidence our faith, our desire to remain in
covenant with Christ. But these good works, though necessary, are not sufficient.”41 Does God expect us to “shew . . . [our] faith by [our] works” ( James
2:18)? Absolutely! For if we only believe, we do well: “the devils also believe,
and tremble” ( James 2:19). As Elder Dallin H. Oaks asks, “Can man in and of
himself overcome the spiritual death all mankind suffers from the Fall, which
we bring upon ourselves anew by our own sinful acts? No! Can we work out
our own salvation?’ Never, worlds without end!”42 But because God has commanded that we become perfect, even as he is (see Matthew 5:48; 3 Nephi
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27:27), we must “offer [our] whole souls as an offering unto him” (Omni 1:26;
see 3 Nephi 9:20).43
Elder Bruce C. Hafen explained that “even when we utterly spend ourselves, we lack the power to create the perfection only God can complete. Our
all by itself is still only almost enough—until it is finished by the all of Him
who is the ‘finisher of our faith.’ At that point, our imperfect but consecrated
almost is enough.”44 This truth is succinctly summarized in the final verse of
the hymn “Reverently and Meekly Now,” which says, “At the throne I intercede; for thee ever do I plead. I have loved thee as thy friend, with a love
that cannot end. Be obedient, I implore, prayerful, watchful evermore, and
be constant unto me, that thy Savior I may be.”45
When we recognize that we need him every hour,46 his grace provides
the enabling power that can be manifest in our daily walk and talk. We experience graceful living as we “come unto him and partake of his goodness”
(2 Nephi 26:33), experience a “mighty change in [our] hearts” (Alma 5:14),
become “new creatures” through him (Mosiah 27:26), and then rely “wholly
upon the merits of him who is mighty to save” (2 Nephi 31:19), following
him “with full purpose of heart” (2 Nephi 31:13).47 In this way he enables us
to be faithful and to “lay hold upon every good gift” (Moroni 10:30), including especially the gift of “eternal life, which gift is the greatest of all the gifts of
God” (D&C 14:7). For, as Elder Hafen explained, “If we do our part, Christ
makes us ‘at one’ with God, overcoming whatever separates us from Him. He
is with me, with you, not only at the end of our lives but every day of our
lives.”48 Perhaps this is why C. S. Lewis poignantly taught, “If you have really
handed yourself over to Him, it must follow that you are trying to obey Him.
But trying in a new way, a less worried way.”49
Many of our students’ salvational anxieties stem from a misunderstanding of the doctrine of grace. They often focus so much on the “all we can do”
phrase of 2 Nephi 25:23 that they fail to understand that, in reality, “all we
can do” is to “repent sufficiently before God that he would take away our stain”
(Alma 24:11) “relying wholly upon the merits” (2 Ne. 31:19), “and mercy and
grace of the Holy Messiah” (2 Nephi 2:8). Thus, as we “come unto Christ”
(Moroni 10:32), we are “captained by Christ,” and “men captained by Christ
will be consumed in Christ”50 and be led to “trust in his redeeming blood, and
try his works to do.”51
Our students must understand that while their insecurities, inadequacies,
weaknesses, and worries may make them feel unclean and incomplete, as they
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are consumed in Christ they “are complete in him, which is the head of all
principality and power” (Colossians 2:10). As they stagger and struggle in
their development of faith, they will look to Jesus, “the author and finisher
of [their] faith” (Hebrews 12:2). As they see their stains of sin and feel the
weight of imperfection, “their garments [will be] washed white through the
blood of the Lamb” (Alma 13:11) as they are “made perfect through Jesus the
mediator of the new covenant” (D&C 76:69).52
Conclusion

In conclusion, may I become more personal and add my own witness of the
reconciling and redeeming power of Christ? Indeed, having personally felt
“the pure mercies of God” and being made “alive in him because of his mercy”
(Moroni 8:19), “this poor tongue now seeks to speak in praise and testimony
of our Divine Redeemer.”53 Although I “have felt to sing the song of redeeming love” (Alma 5:26), because of my mortal limitations, “I cannot say the
smallest part which I feel” (Alma 26:16).
I am the father of three small, rambunctious boys. One day, our four-yearold took things a little too far when he was wrestling with his little brother.
After paying his debt to society by going to time-out, he looked up at me, and
with all the sincerity and commitment that a repentant four-year-old could
muster, resolved, “Daddy, I promise I will never do that again!” After enjoying his commitment for about twelve minutes, I heard a scream coming from
their play room. Running to them, I found that there had been a dispute over
a toy, resulting in a grueling brotherly battle. As I pondered this experience,
I thought of how many times I, like my son, had gone to the Lord with an
absolute commitment of allegiance, promising that I would never commit a
certain sin again. How soon I forget! How sincere my commitment but how
weak my resolve! And yet, how great is his grace! Indeed, “I stand all amazed
at the love Jesus offers me, confused at the grace that so fully he proffers me.”54
Because I have felt this redeeming grace, I desperately strive to repay the Lord
through consecrated discipleship; and yet “He doth immediately bless [me]”
for my efforts, and I therefore remain an unprofitable servant (see Mosiah
2:21, 24). Thus, if I achieve anything in this life worthy of emulation, I am
left to cry out, in praise and humility, “By the grace of God I am what I am”
(1 Corinthians 15:10).
When the day comes that I will be “judged according to the holy judgment of God” (2 Ne. 9:15), surely I cannot “rush forth eagerly to show Him

84

Religious Educator · VOL. 13 NO. 1 · 2012

[my] mortal medals,”55 expecting him to be impressed with my relatively insignificant contributions. Indeed, the scriptures cited within this article have
made clear that because of my fallen condition I “[can] not merit anything of
[myself ]” (Alma 22:14; see also 2 Nephi 9:7–9) but must rely “alone upon the
merits of Christ, who [is] the author and the finisher of [my] faith” (Moroni
6:4; emphasis added). Thus, while “[smiting] upon [my] breast,” I am left to
cry out, “God be merciful to me a sinner” (Luke 18:13). Perhaps it is at this
moment that my advocate with the Father will come forth, “pleading [my]
cause before him—saying: Father, behold the sufferings and death of him
who did no sin, in whom thou wast well pleased; behold the blood of thy Son
which was shed, the blood of him whom thou gavest that thyself might be
glorified; wherefore, Father, spare [this] my [brother] that believe[s] on my
name, that [he] may come unto me and have everlasting life” (D&C 45:3–5).
Thus the love, mercy, and grace of “the Holy Messiah” (2 Nephi 2:8), who is
“Christ our Lord” (1 Corinthians 1:2), is my “one bright hope”56 for salvation.
In the spirit of offering “one more strain of praise,”57 I now close by sharing a recent personal experience. My wife and I were awakened shortly after
midnight by a loud scream followed by weeping (not a unique experience
with three small children). I ran into my son’s bedroom to find him gasping
for air between shrieks. My wife ran in, gathered him in her arms, and took
him outside, hoping that the cool air would help clear him up. As she sang to
him on the front porch, she was eventually able to get him to sleep. However,
within about ten minutes he was awake, and the deep wheezing coupled with
screaming continued. We went back inside, and as my wife ran to find his
medicine, I held him in my arms, trying to comfort him. He looked up at me
with tear-swollen eyes, and between the screaming, gasping, and wheezing,
he cried out, “Daddy, I need Jesus to help me!” As I choked back my own
tears, I thought to myself, “Never before have I seen faith in its most simple
and pure form” (see 3 Nephi 19:35). To a humbled father, our tutoring and
merciful Lord brought to mind the pleading phrase of Alma, “O Jesus, thou
Son of God, have mercy on me” (Alma 36:18), and coupled it with the innocent utterance, “I need Jesus to help me.” That night not only did I learn what
true faith was, but I truly felt what it means to need, to trust in, and to rely on
Jesus. As our students come to understand the doctrine of the Atonement in
this way, I know that they too will come to rely on the Savior for mercy and
grace. Thus they will feel to “sing the song of redeeming love” (Alma 5:26)
and “shout praises unto the Holy One of Israel” (2 Ne. 31:13).
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Alma and Amulek were forced to watch the women and children die in the ﬁre.
Amulek wanted to use the power of God to save them.
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“A successful book is not made of what is in it,” Mark Twain wrote, “but
of what is left out of it.”1 Though he would have never admitted it, Twain’s
criterion would have made the Book of Mormon a successful book. The book
is full of things that are not there, from such cultural details as what Nephite
cities looked like to the far more personal—emotions, doubts, and questions.
Of course, the book does offer detail at times, but often information is left out
at the moment in the narrative when readers are the most curious about what
happened. The text frequently shows signs of having been carefully crafted,
the narrator picking and choosing what should be said and what is best left to
our imaginations.
When we talk about the Book of Mormon and why a particular piece of
information may have been left out, we often hear such answers as “It must not
have been important,” “Because it didn’t really happen,” “There wasn’t room
on the plates,” or “It’s not important to our salvation.” What Meir Sternberg
writes about the narrator of the story of David and Bathsheba can also be said,
at times, about the different narrators in the Book of Mormon. The narrator
“presents external occurrences alone, deeds and words, leaving his agents’ inner
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lives opaque—even though in a dramatic narrative of this type it is precisely
the motives and thoughts of the characters that interest the reader most.”2 For
example, during the Savior’s visitation to the remaining descendants of Lehi,
when angels descend from heaven “as it were in the midst of fire” and encircle
the children, all we are told is that “the angels did minister unto them” (3 Nephi
17:24). We would love to know what the angels said to the children, what the
children felt and saw, what it means for divine messengers to minister. Surely
such answers are not left out of the narrative because they are not important
or interesting. Perhaps the narrator withheld these important details because
they were too sacred or because the narrator did not know them and only the
angels and the children knew. Not only are we not told the details of this ministering, however, we are not even told why we are not told them.
Robert Alter described this “art of reticence” on the part of biblical
narrators:
How does the Bible manage to evoke such a sense of depth and complexity in its representation of character with what would seem to be such sparse, even rudimentary
means? Biblical narrative offers us, after all, nothing in the way of minute analysis
of motive or detailed rendering of mental processes; whatever indications we may
be vouchsafed of feeling, attitude, or intention are rather minimal; and we are given
the barest hints about the physical appearance, the tics and gestures, the dress and
implements of the characters, the material milieu in which they enact their destinies.
In short, all the indicators of nuanced individuality to which the Western literary
tradition has accustomed us—preeminently in the novel, but ultimately going back
to the Greek epics and romances—would appear to be absent from the Bible . . . .
Though biblical narrative is often silent where later modes of fiction will choose to
be loquacious, it is selectively silent in a purposeful way.3

The narrators of the Book of Mormon—this Middle Eastern book
first published in the West—have more in common with the writers of the
Bible than with those of nineteenth century American literature. As a writer,
Mormon is more of a Moses than a Melville.
Approaching the Narrator in a Book of Mormon Story

Referring to a “narrator” in the Book of Mormon begs an important question:
whom are we referring to? In some portions of the book, such as 1 Nephi, it
is clear that the narrator is Nephi himself. However, Mormon abridged much
of the book (with Moroni doing some abridging later), so it becomes more
complicated to speak of a narrator. We have the narrator who wrote the original text and the narrator who then abridged that text; often we do not know
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where one’s influence ends and the other’s begins. In addition, for the entire
Book of Mormon, we have the fact that the book is an inspired book, justifying the perspective that the Lord himself is, if not a narrator, then an unseen
author of sorts. Finally, the entire book was translated by Joseph Smith, so he
played a role in the writing of the English version of the book to some extent,
and he was inspired by the Lord during that translation process, so the Lord,
once again, had a hand in the shaping of the text.
For the purposes of this paper, I will use the term “narrator” to refer to
the rather abstract concept of the creator of the text as it appears on the page
of the Book of Mormon. This narrator is some combination of the writer
of the text, the abridger, the translator, and the one who inspired the text
from the moment the first word was etched into plates until it was ultimately
translated. This approach suffices for this paper because I am less concerned
here with identifying the author and his intent in any given passage, and more
interested in the effect these narrative choices have upon us as readers. This
paper will not attempt to answer the usually impossible question of authorial
intent (“Did the author really leave out that information because he wanted
us to think that?”) but will focus instead on what the reader may experience
as a result of how the text was written and translated.
Rather than taking quick looks at brief passages throughout the book,
closely reading a single subject of a rather lengthy narrative can be more fruitful if we desire to see how the narrator left important story elements to us and
our hearts and minds. My approach to the text, therefore, will be do to a close
reading in which I explore what the text says by studying it closely, rather
than relying on others’ interpretations of the text.4 I have chosen the story of
Alma and Amulek because it is such a powerful story, full of joy but also tragedy, that often leaves us with more questions than answers. As we study this
Amulek narrative, we can see many instances of a reticent narrator.
Meeting Amulek

Our first impression of Amulek comes by way of dialogue. When Alma asks
him for something to eat, Amulek says: “I am a Nephite, and I know that
thou art a holy prophet of God, for thou art the man whom an angel said in
a vision: Thou shalt receive. Therefore, go with me into my house and I will
impart unto thee of my food; and I know that thou wilt be a blessing unto me
and my house” (Alma 8:20). From this brief dialogue, we believe that Amulek
is a very spiritual, probably even holy, man. He is, after all, a Nephite, and the
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kind of man that is worthy enough to see an angel in a vision—not an angel
who tells him to repent, but one who prophesies to him. In fact, Amulek is
somewhat of a contrast to Alma the Younger. Alma had set about to destroy
the Church; when an angel visited him, it was to command him to cease
attacking the Church. Amulek, on the other hand, is so obedient that all he
needs to hear is the angel tell him “thou shalt receive,” and he willingly opens
up his home and shares his food with a man whom he has never met. He is
even convinced that Alma will be a blessing to him and his house.
For the remainder of the chapter, we do not hear another word from
Amulek. Alma has much to say, explaining who he is and why he is in
Ammonihah. We know Alma “tarried many days with Amulek” (Alma 8:27),
but we are not told what they were doing. Having read the complete story of
Amulek a number of times, we may be tempted to see these days spent with
Alma teaching Amulek, preparing him to help preach the gospel, but at this
point such an assumption would seem erroneous. After all, Amulek is a faithful man who conversed with an angel, worthy to host a prophet of God. How
much tutoring would such a man need? The narrator leaves out the details of
what went on for those days. By doing so, he encourages us to continue to see
Amulek as a righteous, obedient man.
The next chapter is silent about Amulek. We do not hear him speak,
nor do we learn anything more about him. Though Alma brought Amulek
with him to preach to the people of Ammonihah, in this chapter his new
friend says nothing. In fact, even the people of Ammonihah appear to ignore
Amulek, saying to Alma such things as “Suppose ye that we shall believe the
testimony of one man?” (Alma 9:2) and “Who is God that sendeth no more
authority than one man among this people?” (Alma 9:6). The people try to
capture Alma but, insomuch as what we know from the narrator, do not even
bother with Amulek.
Amulek Speaks of Himself

We finally hear from Amulek in the next chapter, when he speaks to the people of Ammonihah. Once again we are led to believe that he is a righteous
man because it is obvious that his righteous lineage is important to him. He
speaks of being “the son of Giddonah, who was the son of Ishmael, who was
a descendant of Aminadi,” and notes that Aminadi “interpreted the writing
which was upon the wall of the temple, which was written by the finger of
God” (Alma 10:2). We have never heard of Aminadi before, nor will we read
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anything more about him for the rest of the Book of Mormon, but he is obviously a holy man, because of his ability to interpret the writing of God. This
occurrence of the writing on the temple wall is important enough for Amulek
to include it about himself for the purpose of gaining credibility with his
listeners, but we are told almost nothing about it. What temple is he talking
about here? Why did the Lord write on the temple wall? What did the writing say? By leaving out all of this information, the narrator helps us to keep
focused on the narrative and what is really important. Though we would be
fascinated to know more about the writing on the temple wall, it would distract us from the story of Alma and Amulek and their message.
Amulek tells his listeners now that Aminadi was “a descendant of Nephi,
who was the son of Lehi, who came out of the land of Jerusalem, who was a
descendant of Manasseh, who was the son of Joseph who was sold into Egypt
by the hands of his brethren” (v. 3). He is careful to draw a direct line linking
himself to Joseph of Egypt, which naturally connects him to Abraham, Isaac,
and Jacob, letting his listeners know in clear terms that he is a member of the
house of Israel. We may wish to have less about the details of his lineage and
more about the writing on the temple wall, but his listeners need to hear just
the opposite.
Amulek continues by telling us some things about himself, but also by
leaving out other things. We know he has “no small reputation” among those
who know him, that he has many family and friends, and that he has become
rich by his industry, but we have no idea what he has done to become rich
(see v. 4). He then tells us something about himself which, for the first time
in this Amulek narrative, shows us that he has a history that does not fit with
our image of him as a holy, righteous man:
Nevertheless, after all this, I never have known much of the ways of the Lord, and
his mysteries and marvelous power. I said I never had known much of these things;
but behold, I mistake, for I have seen much of his mysteries and his marvelous
power: yea, even in the preservation of the lives of this people.
Nevertheless, I did harden my heart, for I was called many times and I would
not hear; therefore I knew concerning these things, yet I would not know; therefore
I went on rebelling against God, in the wickedness of my heart. (vv. 5–6)

This passage is tremendously significant, changing the image we have
had of Amulek since he was first introduced to us. Though he is part of an
important lineage in the house of Israel and though he has spoken with an
angel and obeyed his direction, we now know that—despite his having seen
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God’s mysteries and power—he had had a hardened and wicked heart and
had rebelled against God. We have glimpsed an important part of his past
and feel that we know him much better.
Or do we?
What does he mean by the mysteries and power of God? What has he
seen? What does he mean when he says that he was called many times but
would not hear? Called to do what? How does a man know he is being called
if he does not hear? What were the things that he knew but would not know?
And when he says that he rebelled against God in the wickedness of his heart,
are we to take him at his word and believe that he actually was someone like
Alma in his youth, in open rebellion against God? Or, is he such a humble
and spiritual man that he considers the slightest weakness to be rebellion, the
tiniest of flaws enough to make his heart wicked?
Rather than claiming that we do not know these details because they are
not important to our salvation, perhaps it is more accurate to say that we do
not know them because not knowing them may be important to our salvation. By leaving out this information, the narrator makes it easier for us to
relate to Amulek. Fortunately, most members of the Church cannot relate
too well to Alma the Younger; most have not purposefully tired to destroy
the Church and then had to endure three days of a type of spiritual coma in
order to repent. However, many members may feel that they have, at times,
fallen short in how they serve. Many may believe that they have been called,
but would not hear, and that they knew, but would not know. If the narrator
made clear exactly what Amulek was referring to, then perhaps fewer readers would see themselves in him. But since we really do not know how far
Amulek had gone in being unrighteous, the narrator leads us to ask questions
of ourselves. We reflect on how well we have heard the voice of the Lord, on
how hesitant we may sometimes be to admit that we know what we know.
These verses tell us something about Amulek, but they invite us to learn much
more about ourselves.
Amulek Bears Testimony

Amulek tells the group in a fair amount of detail about the angel telling him
to receive Alma in his home: “As I was journeying to see a very near kindred,
behold an angel of the Lord appeared unto me and said: Amulek, return to
thine own house, for thou shalt feed a prophet of the Lord; yea, a holy man,
who is a chosen man of God; for he has fasted many days because of the sins of
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this people, and he is an hungered, and thou shalt receive him into thy house
and feed him, and he shall bless thee and thy house; and the blessing of the
Lord shall rest upon thee and thy house” (v. 7). Amulek then testifies to the
people of what he knows: “I know that the things whereof he hath testified
are true; for . . . as the Lord liveth, even so has he sent his angel to make these
things manifest unto me; and this he has done while this Alma hath dwelt at
my house” (v. 10). Apparently, this is part of what happened when Alma tarried at Amulek’s house for many days. We know the details of how an angel
told Amulek to receive Alma, but we have no account of what an angel taught
Amulek in his home while Alma was staying with him. Perhaps this is because
the details of what the angel told Amulek about Alma’s coming is centered
on the prophet, his needs, and his power to bless, while the details of what
the angel taught Amulek in his home would have pulled the focus to Amulek.
Once again, Amulek tells us some information in the next verse, but
withholds other information: “For behold, he hath blessed mine house, he
hath blessed me, and my women, and my children, and my father and my
kinsfolk; yea, even all my kindred hath he blessed, and the blessing of the
Lord hath rested upon us according to the words which he spake” (v. 11). We
now learn that Amulek is married and has children and that his father is alive,
but the verse begs an important question: What did Alma do during his stay
with Amulek? How did he bless Amulek and all of those other people?
Alma and Amulek Witness the Martyrdom

After both Amulek and Alma preach more to the people of Ammonihah, the
people bind them and take them to the chief judge. The people cast out the
men who believe in the two men’s words and send men after them to cast
stones at them. Then one of the most horrible scenes in the Book of Mormon
occurs—and it is related to us in just one verse. “And they brought their wives
and children together, and whosoever believed or had been taught to believe
in the word of God they caused that they should be cast into the fire; and
they also brought forth their records which contained the holy scriptures,
and cast them into the fire also, that they might be burned and destroyed by
fire” (Alma 14:8). The wives and children of the men who were run out of
the city are burned alive for believing the words of Alma and Amulek. Not
only are believers burned alive, but even those who were simply taught by
the two missionaries are martyred. We are not given a glimpse into how the
women or children reacted; we have no idea how they were chosen or if some
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tried to be spared by denying what they had been taught. The text does not
mention the terrible inner turmoil that many of the women must have felt as
they saw their children burned alive and as they realized that they could save
their beloved children by simply speaking up. All such questions are left to us
readers to struggle with however we may, to imagine the horror of the scene,
to ask ourselves if we could stand at the edge of death, with our children, and
still bear testimony as we step into the fire.5
The people take Alma and Amulek to “the place of martyrdom” so they
can “witness the destruction of those who were consumed by fire” (v. 9). In
the next verse, the narrator does not say that Amulek saw the women and
children being burned but that he saw their pains. The simplicity of the statement makes it all the more poignant. Rather than describing what Amulek
saw in detail, the narrator opens up the opportunity for us to imagine the
scene by giving us the least amount of information—least amount, perhaps,
but also the most powerful. Amulek sees their pain, and is pained himself.
The narrator writes that “when Amulek saw the pains of the women and children who were consuming in the fire, he also was pained; and he said unto
Alma: How can we witness this awful scene? Therefore let us stretch forth
our hands, and exercise the power of God which is in us, and save them from
the flames” (v. 10). Though the narrator includes only a brief account of what
Amulek said to Alma, we can sense his pain and even confusion. How is it
possible that they can simply stand there and watch these innocent people
die, especially since they are dying because they believed in their words? Alma
refuses his pleading, though, saying that the Spirit prevents him from using
that power to save the women and their children: “The Spirit constraineth
me that I must not stretch forth mine hand; for behold the Lord receiveth
them up unto himself, in glory; and he doth suffer that they may do this
thing, or that the people may do this thing unto them, according to the hardness of their hearts, that the judgments which he shall exercise upon them in
his wrath may be just; and the blood of the innocent shall stand as a witness
against them, yea, and cry mightily against them at the last day” (v. 11). The
contrast between Amulek’s plea to help the people and Alma’s faithful but
very logical response heightens our awareness of the emotions Amulek is feeling. Amulek cries out in agony, but Alma responds with doctrine. Alma is
right, of course, and we know he is right, but we ache with Amulek.
As painful as it is for Amulek to have to watch those women and children die such a horrible death, the fact that he knows that he and Alma have
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the power of God and can stop the murdering, but do not use the power
to do so, may be even more painful. By not describing this terrible scene of
death—by never mentioning a word about the sounds, the smells, the heat,
the crying—the narrator creates a much more experiential text for us by leaving such details to our minds and hearts.
One of the most horrible elements of this scene, however, is never mentioned. What has happened to Amulek’s wife and children? The narrator does
not speak of them, but apparently Alma and Amulek watch the deaths all of
the women and children who are murdered, as the two missionaries are not
taken away until after “the bodies of those who had been cast into the fire
were consumed” (v. 14). It is quite possible that his family is martyred before
Amulek’s eyes, since the wicked people are killing those who were taught as
well as those who believed and it is unlikely that his family was not taught
when Alma was in their home or when the two taught the crowd. Sadly, if it
is the case that his family is being martyred as he watches, Amulek is not able
to save his family—not because he does not have the power, but because the
Lord does not allow him to use the power.
We readers might begin to sense Amulek’s agony in his reply to his companion’s logic: “Behold, perhaps they will burn us also” (v. 12). The phrasing
does not indicate any urgency in his voice; he does not seem worried that they
also might be killed and is, therefore, saying this to Alma so that they might
try to fight for their freedom and run for safety. It is not difficult to imagine
that when he says that perhaps the people will also kill him and Alma, he
might be seeing it as a release from this horrible trial. He tells Alma that they
should stop the killing, and Alma says that they cannot, so perhaps Amulek
replies with a hope that they too will be martyred and will no longer have
to witness this scene of death inflicted upon innocent women and children,
perhaps including his innocent wife and children. Once again, the narrator
does not make clear the meaning behind Amulek’s words, leaving them to us
to reflect on and wonder what he meant and what we might have meant had
we spoken them in similar circumstances.
Alma and Amulek Saved

After the martyrdom, Alma and Amulek are put into prison in terrible conditions, staying there for days while being beaten, starved, bound, and stripped
of their clothes. Alma finally cries out to the Lord: “How long shall we suffer
these great afflictions, O Lord? O Lord, give us strength according to our
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faith which is in Christ, even unto deliverance. And they broke the cords
with which they were bound; and when the people saw this, they began to
flee, for the fear of destruction had come upon them” (v. 26). The walls of
the prison miraculously crumble, and the two men leave unharmed by the
destruction. The Lord delivers them from their trials, but we cannot help but
wonder if Amulek was troubled by the way they were delivered and the innocent women and children were not. Does he compare the afflictions he and
his friend experienced in prison to those of the women and children?
Once again, the narrator includes an account of another scene which
must have been tremendously difficult for Amulek, especially being as young
as he was in his conversion. They eventually come across all the men “who
had departed out of the land of Ammonihah, who had been cast out and
stoned, because they believed in the words of Alma” (Alma 15:1). We are
left to our imaginations about this reunion. Were the outcast men rejoicing
when they saw their two teachers? Perhaps they had spent days praying for
their welfare in gratitude for having been taught the truth by these courageous men and now they are overjoyed to see them alive and well. After all,
they could reasonably assume, if the two missionaries are alive and safe, surely
no harm was done to those whom they taught. Since the men were cast out
of the city before their wives and children were taken, we can assume they
know nothing about what happened. We can even assume that they are probably now making their way back to Ammonihah, expecting to be reunited
with their families. In relating this dramatic scene, the narrator could have
included more about these men and how they greeted Alma and Amulek and
could have then explicitly told us how difficult it was for the two to sit the
men down and explain what they witnessed—how difficult it was to speak
of seeing their wives and children martyred—and then relate how they were
not able to save them, though they were able to be saved themselves from the
prison. Instead, all the narrator says is that Alma and Amulek “related unto
them all that had happened unto their wives and children, and also concerning themselves, and of their power of deliverance” (v. 2).
Ministering to Individuals

While the narrator did not include even a single word of what Alma and
Amulek said to the men about their families and their own deliverance, he
gives us the details of when Alma healed Zeezrom.
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And it came to pass that they went immediately, obeying the message which he had
sent unto them; and they went in unto the house unto Zeezrom; and they found
him upon his bed, sick, being very low with a burning fever; and his mind also was
exceedingly sore because of his iniquities; and when he saw them he stretched forth
his hand, and besought them that they would heal him.
And it came to pass that Alma said unto him, taking him by the hand: Believest
thou in the power of Christ unto salvation?
And he answered and said: Yea, I believe all the words that thou hast taught.
And Alma said: If thou believest in the redemption of Christ thou canst be
healed.
And he said: Yea, I believe according to thy words.
And then Alma cried unto the Lord, saying: O Lord our God, have mercy on
this man, and heal him according to his faith which is in Christ.
And when Alma had said these words, Zeezrom leaped upon his feet, and
began to walk; and this was done to the great astonishment of all the people; and
the knowledge of this went forth throughout all the land of Sidom.
And Alma baptized Zeezrom unto the Lord; and he began from that time
forth to preach unto the people. (vv. 5–12)

The painful irony could not have been lost on Amulek: the innocent women
and children whom they taught were murdered, while the previously evil
Zeezrom is miraculously healed for the very same reason—because he
believed in their words. And, just as the women and children were burned
alive by fire, the narrator describes Zeezrom’s illness as “a burning fever.” The
stark and horrific contrast is almost overwhelming; the innocent women and
children are killed by fire while Alma and Amulek are required to stand by
and do nothing, but when the formerly wicked, contentious Zeezrom burns
with a fever the two missionaries come to his aid and heal him. Amulek witnesses the death of his friends and perhaps even family, and later the rebirth
of Zeezrom through baptism.
It is interesting to note what the narrator leaves out when he does provide
some detail about Amulek’s sacrifices. He tells us that Amulek had “forsaken
all his gold, and silver, and his precious things, which were in the land of
Ammonihah, for the word of God” and that he had been “rejected by those
who were once his friends and also by his father and his kindred” (v. 16), but
he does not tell us what happened to his immediate family. His gold and silver
are mentioned, his father and kindred deserve some consideration, but there
is nothing about his wife and children.
Amulek has lost all that he has owned. He has seen the martyrdom of
many innocent women and children, perhaps including his own wife and children, by being burned alive, one of the most torturous ways to die. Perhaps
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worse of all, he was told that he could do nothing to save them. He has been
imprisoned for days and tortured, then miraculously delivered by the Lord.
He has had to meet with the men whose families he had seen murdered and
tell them all that had happened, including how he and Alma could not save
their families but could save themselves. And he has seen one of his enemies
healed because of his faith in the word and then baptized. He has lost his
friends, his father, and his kindred. He may have even lost his own wife and
children. Does he remember how the angel had told him that Alma would be
a blessing to him? Does he remember when he testified that Alma had indeed
blessed him, his wife and children, and all his family?
Conclusion

The story of Alma and Amulek is one of the most poignant in all of scripture.
What begins as a joyful story of an angel directing a man to receive a prophet,
and the two of them becoming missionaries who get to preach the gospel,
ends with the horrible death of innocent women and children and Amulek’s
having lost everything. Much of the joy and pain are not directly portrayed in
the narrative, however, leaving us the readers to experience both as we study
the text and imagine what is between the lines.
It is no wonder that this story ends with one of the most touching sentences in the Book of Mormon about the love between two friends: “Now
as I said, Alma having seen all these things, therefore he took Amulek and
came over to the land of Zarahemla, and took him to his own house, and did
administer unto him in his tribulations, and strengthened him in the Lord”
(v. 18). And, of course, we are left to wonder just how Alma ministered to
Amulek and strengthened him in the Lord.
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5. When those who challenge the Book of Mormon as an ancient record claim that it
is instead the product of a nineteenth-century American mind, I sometimes wonder how
familiar they are with nineteenth-century American literature. Think of such writers for a
moment—authors like Hawthorne, Melville, Cooper, James, and Twain—and try to imagine
how these authors would treat such a horrible scene in their writing. I am confident that,
considering the tremendous amount of detail and drama, and even melodrama that American
authors manifested in their writings at that time, if the Book of Mormon were written by a
nineteenth-century American writer, it would not so sparsely describe this amazing scene of
martyrdom in just one verse.

Used by permission of Greg Olsen, Art Publishing, Inc.

Like Joseph Smith, our students can know that their trials “shall give [them] experience, and shall be for [their] good.”
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Doctrine and Covenants
121–23
rya n j . we s s e l
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Arizona.

D

octrine and Covenants 121–23 is composed of selected portions of a
two-part letter dictated March 20–25, 1839, by Joseph Smith while he
was incarcerated in Liberty Jail. The letter was addressed “To the Church of
Latter-day Saints at Quincy, Illinois, and Scattered Abroad, and to Bishop
Partridge in Particular.”1 The letter was dictated to Alexander McRae and
Caleb Baldwin, with a few handwritten corrections by Joseph Smith.2 Though
the Prophet Joseph Smith sent several letters to his wife and other members
of the Church from the jail, I will refer to this letter as the Liberty letter.
Portions of the Liberty letter were first published as Doctrine and
Covenants 121–23 in the 1876 edition of the Doctrine and Covenants.3
The portions were selected by Orson Pratt under the direction of President
Brigham Young.4 The edition of the Doctrine and Covenants containing the
sections as they currently read was first sustained as scripture at the October
1880 conference of the Church.5
The purpose of this paper is to view Doctrine and Covenants 121–23
against the backdrop of the portions of the noncanonical text of the Liberty
Jail letter. Similar to historical context, textual context can add depth and
103
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meaning to a document by connecting or disconnecting ideas through proximity and by adding information about the author’s situation, surroundings,
and disposition in which the document originated. For sections 121–23,
the noncanonical portions of the Liberty letter provide that textual context.
Understanding this letter is valuable as we prepare to teach our students sections 121–23.
A fairly robust body of work has been published about the noncanonical
portions of the letter, presenting different aspects of the history and text to
various audiences. The most notable of these articles is by historians Dean C.
Jessee and John W. Welch.6 This paper seeks to build on what has already
been published by suggesting specific ways the literary context can be used to
teach Doctrine and Covenants 121–23.
While portions of Doctrine and Covenants 121–23 are taken from a
much broader literary context, the sections as they read in the scriptures do
not omit truths. The literary background gained from a study of the noncanonical text is meant to emphasize, not detract from, the weight and clarity
of the canon.
Themes and Threads

When the Liberty letter is viewed as one continuous document, a few themes
emerge. The continuity of the letter suggests that we can ascribe some continuity to Doctrine and Covenants 121–23. These themes provide insight into
the Prophet Joseph’s heart and mind, attitude, and testimony.
From beginning to end, the Liberty letter reveals the prophetic mantle
of Joseph Smith. The Prophet opened the letter in a style similar to Paul’s
writings, identifying himself as a “prisoner for the Lord Jesus Christ’s sake . . .
in company with his fellow prisoners.” He then connected himself to Peter,
overtly paraphrasing 2 Peter 1 by listing virtues and using phrases such as
“grace of God,” and “may not be barren.”7 Later, Joseph Smith was told that
his suffering was “not yet as Job” (D&C 121:10), and he stated that his own
suffering was comparable to that of Abraham.8
It is evident that the Prophet relied on the record of the persecuted to
make it through his own persecution. Together with Paul, Peter, Job, and
Abraham, he was suffering for the sake of Christ. These comparisons bring to
light the Savior’s words: “Blessed are ye, when men shall . . . persecute you. . . .
Rejoice, and be exceeding glad: . . . for so persecuted they the prophets which
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were before you” (Matthew 5:11–12). The text shows that Joseph’s experience
in Liberty Jail was a personal reaffirmation of his prophetic identity.
Remembering that Joseph spoke with the same prophetic weight as Peter
and Abraham reaffirms the scriptural nature of sections 121–23. Like Peter
and Abraham, Joseph Smith was able to write with inspiration and reveal the
will of the Lord under difficult circumstances and bitter persecution.
Examples

It is helpful to understand that some of the text now designated as Doctrine
and Covenants 121–23 was taken from the middle of an idea or paragraph
(see D&C 121:33; 123:1). In a few cases, it picks up midsentence (see D&C
121:7, 26). Below are a few examples of how acknowledging the literary context of a block of scripture increases our understanding of the verses.
Compassion. To point out the Prophet’s cry “O God, where art thou?”
(D&C 121:1) is a particular favorite emphasis of gospel teachers. Joseph
pleaded that the Lord’s heart would “be softened toward [the Saints]. . . . Let
thine ear be inclined; let thine heart be softened, and thy bowels moved with
compassion toward us” (D&C 121:3–4). For many readers, this plea encapsulates our individual need for compassion and help from the Almighty.
As Joseph continued in Doctrine and Covenants 121:5, he shifted focus
from the suffering Saints to the guilty mobs. Instead of asking for compassion, Joseph asked for the Lord’s anger, fury, and judgment to fall upon the
enemies of the Saints. In the opening paragraphs of the Liberty letter, Joseph
passionately enumerated many injustices that were suffered by the Saints
and the prisoners in Missouri. He painted a heart-wrenching picture of men
“mangled for sport! women . . . robbed of all that they have . . . , and finally left
to perish with their helpless offspring clinging around their necks.” He then
paraphrased Matthew 18:7: “It must needs be that offenses come, but woe
unto them by whom they come.”9 It is in the context of remembering both the
offended Saints and the offending mobs that Joseph cried, “O God, where art
thou?” (D&C 121:1).10
In response to section 121, we see a God who not only aids his ailing children but also, in his own due time, punishes his offending children (see D&C
121:7–25). Elder Dallin H. Oaks explained how both God’s compassion and
wrath are exercised to the same end:
We read again and again in the Bible and in modern scriptures of God’s anger
with the wicked and of His acting in His wrath against those who violate His laws.
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How are anger and wrath evidence of His love? Joseph Smith taught that God
“institute[d] laws whereby [the spirits that He would send into the world] could
have a privilege to advance like himself.”11 God’s love is so perfect that He lovingly
requires us to obey His commandments because He knows that only through obedience to His laws can we become perfect, as He is. For this reason, God’s anger and
His wrath are not a contradiction of His love but an evidence of His love.12

The Prophet Joseph’s plea for both compassion and God’s judgment is
evidence of his understanding of God’s love. The Prophet later conveyed,
“We do not rejoice in the affliction of our enemies but we shall be glad to have
truth prevail.”13 He understood that anger, fury, and wrath may not be preferable, but they are sometimes necessary in teaching God’s children.
Proximity of plea and response. As it reads in the canonized scripture,
God’s response came immediately after Joseph’s cry (see D&C 121:7–25). In
the Liberty letter, however, the response came several paragraphs later.14 In
the noncanonical portion, Joseph mentioned consoling letters received the
evening before from his wife Emma; his brother Don C. Smith; and Bishop
Edward Partridge. For Joseph, peace was found in the voices of family and
friends, as well as in the voice of God. In many regards, these timely letters
helped prepare the way for God’s answer to Joseph’s plea. Joseph conveyed the
blessings of friendship as follows: One token of friendship from any source
whatever awakens and calls into action every sympathetic feeling; it brings up
in an instant everything that is passed; it seizes the present with the avidity
of lightning; it grasps after the future with the fierceness of a tiger; it moves
the mind backward and forward, from one thing to another, until finally all
enmity, malice and hatred, and past differences, misunderstandings and mismanagements are slain victorious at the feet of hope.15 This portion of the
letter also mentions a prerequisite to God’s promise of peace. Placing the canonized portion back into the original sentence, we read: “And when the heart
is sufficiently contrite, then the voice of inspiration steals along and whispers,
[My son, peace be unto thy soul; thine adversity and thine afflictions shall be
but a small moment. . . .]”16
We can help our students discover where they fit into this equation.
Students can understand that as they extend friendship, their friendly words
can help prepare the way for God’s peace to reach others. They can also
discover what it means to be “sufficiently contrite” in relation to obtaining
personal peace from the Lord.
Another principle we may draw from this text is how and when the Lord
grants blessings. In the scriptures, Joseph’s statement “Remember thy suffering
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saints, O our God” is immediately followed by “My son, peace be unto thy soul”
(D&C 121: 6–7). For Joseph, relief did not come immediately, but the promise
of relief did come. Elder Jeffrey R. Holland reiterated this: “Some blessings
come soon, some come late, and some don’t come until heaven; but for those
who embrace the gospel of Jesus Christ, they come.”17 So it is for all the righteous. In the midst of trials, relief may not be immediate, but it will come.
If you do these things. Doctrine and Covenants 121:26 is the second half
of a full sentence in the Liberty letter. Prior to this verse, Joseph chastised the
Saints for acting “too low, too mean, too vulgar, too condescending for the
dignified characters of the called and chosen of God.” Joseph then exhorted
the Saints to “honesty, and sobriety, and candor, and solemnity, and virtue,
and pureness, and meekness, and simplicity.” He then promised, “And now,
brethren, after your tribulations, if you do these things, and exercise fervent
prayer and faith in the sight of God always, [He shall give unto you knowledge by His Holy Spirit, yea by the unspeakable gift of the Holy Ghost. . . .]”18
The canonized portion of the letter assures us that God is a revealing
God. He desires to give us knowledge “by the unspeakable gift of the Holy
Ghost” (D&C 121:26). The noncanonical portion helps us remember to
avoid vulgarity and embody solemnity in order to qualify for the gift of the
Holy Ghost. As our students face an increasingly vulgar world, it is important
for them to remember these principles.
Floodwater. The “rolling waters” imagery of Doctrine and Covenants
121:33 is a paragraph taken from a longer portion in the Liberty letter. The
text of the letter employs this imagery much more broadly. The Prophet Joseph
first spoke of the filthiness caused by newly rolling water. It was at first full of
all kinds of debris and impurities. Then he asked, “How long can rolling water
remain impure?” Almost as an answer to his own question, he asked, “What
is [Governor] Boggs or his murderous party, but wimbling willows upon the
shore to catch the flood-wood?” In Joseph’s time, the knowledge poured from
heaven had stirred up rubbish. Notwithstanding, the Prophet knew that the
“next surge” of opposition and trial would “bring to [the Saints] the fountain
as clear as crystal, and as pure as snow.”19 He understood that opposition has
a purpose in purifying the moving water.
In our time, this principle is still true. As a newly converted individual
begins to implement the laws of the gospel in his or her life, opposition is
often stirred up. However, as the individual continues in righteousness, that
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opposition has a purifying effect. Joseph Smith made a simple scientific comparison in the same thought:
As well might we argue that water is not water, because the mountain torrents send
down mire and roil the crystal stream, although afterwards render it more pure than
before; or that fire is not fire, because it is of a quenchable nature, by pouring on the
flood; as to say that our cause is down because renegados, liars, priests, thieves and
murderers, who are all alike tenacious of their crafts and creeds, have poured down,
from their spiritual wickedness in high places, and from their strongholds of the
devil, a flood of dirt and mire and filthiness and vomit upon our heads.
No! God forbid. Hell may pour forth its rage like the burning lava of mount
Vesuvius, or of Etna, or of the most terrible of the burning mountains; and yet
shall “Mormonism” stand. Water, fire, truth and God are all realities. Truth is
“Mormonism.” God is the author of it. He is our shield.20

Joseph showed that fighting against something does not destroy the
nature of the thing itself. Dirtying water does not wipe out all sources of pure
water. Quenching a fire does not eradicate all fire from the face of the earth.
Stifling Mormonism in no way defeats the truth of God’s Church or its progress in the years to come. Man’s “puny arm” is indeed feeble when put in this
context (D&C 121:33).
One Continuous Thought

In the original text, there is no break between Doctrine and Covenants 121
and 122.21 This would suggest that the prerequisites mentioned in section 121
might be applied to the promises of section 122. Regarding this continuity,
Jessee and Welch stated the following: “The continuity of these passages,
blending in and out of each other, raises the interesting possibility, however,
that all of the second person pronouns in this text (thee, thy, thou) might refer
both to Joseph Smith or Bishop Partridge as well as to all righteous Saints.”22
Knowing the continuity of the letter may aid in teaching a few verses
that are often skimmed over. When section 122 is read alone, the first four
verses can be lost in the shadow of the later verses. Many teachers encourage
students to insert their own life experiences into Doctrine and Covenants
122:5–9, teaching that our trials “shall give [us] experience, and shall be for
[our] good” (D&C 122:7). These are sometimes the only verses covered in
this section.
The literary context suggests personal application to the first four verses
as well. As we connect the end of Doctrine and Covenants 121 with the
beginning of Doctrine and Covenants 122, we see a conditional promise. If
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a leader acts in righteousness, with virtuous thoughts and charitable actions
(see D&C 121:45), then “the ends of the earth shall inquire after thy name,
. . . and the virtuous, shall seek counsel, and authority, and blessings constantly from under thy hand. And thy people shall never be turned against
thee” (D&C 122:1–3; emphasis added). The two sections read together lead
to application to a broad range of God’s servants.
Principles in the Noncanonical Portions

Understanding the noncanonical text provides readers with clarifying crossreferences to the canon. While the following principles have no proximate
literary connection to canonized portions, the ideas complement the canon
quite well.
Equal to Abraham’s trials. Between verses 25 and 26 of Doctrine and
Covenants 121 is a lengthy noncanonical paragraph that has drawn the attention of many historians and scholars.23 In this paragraph, the Prophet Joseph
compared his trial in Liberty Jail to that of Abraham. He wrote, “We think also,
it will be a trial of our faith equal to that of Abraham, and that the ancients
will not have whereof to boast over us in the day of judgment, as being called
to pass through heavier afflictions; that we may hold an even weight in the
balance with them.” To some readers, it may seem presumptuous for Joseph
Smith to compare his trials so boldly to those of Abraham. However, in the
same paragraph, Joseph reminded us, “[God] has chosen His own crucible,
wherein we have been tried.”24 The Prophet was teaching that there is equality
between a cold prison and a sacrificial altar because each of us passes through
the crucible God has prepared for our own experience and growth.
President Boyd K. Packer identified some modern-day crucibles: “Some
are tested by poor health, some by a body that is deformed or homely.
Others are tested by handsome and healthy bodies; some by the passion of
youth; others by the erosions of age. Some suffer disappointment in marriage,
family problems; others live in poverty and obscurity. Some (perhaps this is
the hardest test) find ease and luxury. All are part of the test, and there is more
equality in this testing than sometimes we suspect.”25
This idea could be used when teaching Doctrine and Covenants 122:5–7.
Most students have never had “enemies tear [them] from the bosom of [their]
wife, and of [their] offspring” (v. 6). The Prophet Joseph did not have the same
trials as Abraham, and our students need not have the same trials as either
of them. Each individual experiences personalized fires through which God
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permits him or her to pass. Like Joseph Smith, our students can know that
their trials “shall give [them] experience, and shall be for [their] good” (v. 7).
Flattery and exhortation. Also found between verses 25 and 26 of section 121 is Joseph’s own proverb. He first quoted Proverbs 16:18, warning
that “pride goeth before destruction.” He then offered this thought: “Flattery
also is a deadly poison. A frank and open rebuke provoketh a good man to
emulation; and in the hour of trouble he will be your best friend.”
Joseph himself practiced this principle. Two paragraphs later he wrote,
“We exhort one another to a reformation with one and all, both old and young,
teachers and taught, both high and low, rich and poor, bond and free, male
and female.”26 Again, at the end of the Liberty letter, Joseph Smith promised
“from henceforth to disapprobate everything that is not in accordance with
the fullness of the Gospel of Jesus Christ, and is not of a bold, and frank, and
upright nature.”27 Joseph felt an increased need to correct faults—his own
and others’. He knew that by doing so, he would strengthen his bonds with
the righteous individuals around him.
This principle and example could be used as a clarifying cross-reference for
Doctrine and Covenants 121:42–43. These scriptures teach that gentleness,
love, and kindness are necessary attributes of a good leader. Some students
may mistakenly think that gentleness and love must be shown through overly
kind words. Joseph clearly taught, however, that flattery is not a manifestation of kindness; appropriate reproof is.
Aspiring to the Honors of Men

Doctrine and Covenants 121:1–33 was taken from the first part of the
Liberty letter. Verse 34 and everything after was taken from the second part of
the letter dictated a few days later.28 During the intervening days, the Prophet
Joseph received a correspondence from Bishop Edward Partridge in which
he learned of some sympathy toward the Saints and of land opportunities
in Iowa that would allow the Saints to gather. This may be part of the reason
Joseph discussed the ideas presented in Doctrine and Covenants 121:34–40.29
Joseph began the second part of the letter in a hopeful tone. He then
gave a warning to those who might stand to gain from prospecting in the possible land deal. He enjoined the leaders to be “properly affected one toward
another, and . . . careful by all means to remember, those who are in bondage.” He then wrote, “And if there are any among you who aspire after their
own aggrandizement, and seek their own opulence, while their brethren are
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groaning in poverty, and are under sore trials and temptations, they cannot be
benefited by the intercession of the Holy Spirit.”30
Earlier letters from Liberty Jail identify Church members guilty of aspiring after their own aggrandizement, thereby disqualifying themselves from
the help of the Holy Ghost. In Joseph Smith’s first letter written from Liberty
Jail, dated December 16, 1838, Joseph chided William E. McLellin and David
Whitmer for their recent attempt “to bring into existence a re-organized
church with David Whitmer as the president thereof.”31 In the same letter,
Joseph spoke of Dr. Sampson Avard and “many other designing and corrupt
characters like unto himself, [who] have been teaching many things which
the Presidency never knew were being taught in the Church by anybody until
after they were made prisoners.”32 A few weeks later, Joseph wrote of Isaac
Russell, “Russell turned prophet (apostate). He said Joseph had fallen and he
was appointed to lead the people.”33
When teaching Doctrine and Covenants 121:34–40, a teacher could refer
to Whitmer, McLellin, and Russell as case studies. Each of them “aspire[d] to
the honors of men” (v. 35) and grieved the Spirit of the Lord because of it (see
v. 37). As our students see others who were guilty of self-aggrandizement, we
hope they will be less likely to be guilty of it themselves.
Many Teachers but Perhaps Not Many Fathers

There are four short paragraphs between the end of section 122 and the beginning of section 123. In this portion, Joseph Smith counseled the Saints not to
organize in large bodies on common stock principles. He then gave a reason
for this instruction, saying, “We have reason to believe that many things were
introduced among the Saints before God had signified the times; and notwithstanding the principles and plans may have been good, yet aspiring men
. . . perhaps undertook to handle edged tools.”
To help readers better understand his analogy, the Prophet went on
to make a comparison between the Saints and children when he wrote:
“Children, you know, are fond of tools, while they are not yet able to use them.”
He further advised: “Time and experience, however, are the only safe remedies against such evils. There are many teachers, but, perhaps, not many fathers.
There are times coming when God will signify many things which are expedient for the well-being of the Saints; but the times have not yet come, but will
come, as fast as there can be found place and reception for them.”34
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Note Joseph’s distinction between teachers and fathers. In this context,
the Prophet seemed to be describing a teacher as one who imparts knowledge
to a student as fast as the student can mentally absorb it. A father, understanding the character and nature of the child, imparts knowledge only as the
child is ready to use it.
President Boyd K. Packer called this “the principle of prerequisites”:
“When, as teachers, we are confronted with difficult questions, we must keep
in mind the principle of prerequisites, and if the inquirer has not had the
prerequisite courses, then we should start there and give him a brief course in
fundamentals. He will learn the answer in no other way.”35 President Packer
referred to a teacher who understands this principle as a “mature teacher.”36
Joseph Smith referred to a teacher who understands this principle as a “father.”
Our Heavenly Father teaches in this way; we would do well to do the same.37
A Path of Hope

The vocabulary that Joseph Smith chose to employ at different parts of the
Liberty letter reveals a theme. The words and phrases follow a clear path of
hope. In the first part of the letter, Joseph began in despair, listing the trouble
he and the Saints had experienced and crying out for the help of the Almighty.
For the remainder of the letter, the Prophet spoke in a comforting tone concerning the promise of the Second Coming, his escape from prison, friendship,
peace, and growth from adversity. He lovingly counseled the Saints to beware
of pride and unrighteous aspirations and promised the unspeakable gift of
the Holy Ghost. Similarly, in the second part of the letter, Joseph spoke of
open doors, intercession, positive lessons gained from negative experiences,
and a promise that all things will eventually be for the good of the Saints. He
began to close the letter with this canonized verse: “Therefore, dearly beloved
brethren, let us cheerfully do all things that lie in our power; and then may we
stand still, with the utmost assurance, to see the salvation of God, and for his
arm to be revealed” (D&C 123:17).
While at first Joseph descended into the valley of despair, he spent the
rest of the document guiding the reader along an upward path of encouragement. He ended the document squarely on the peak of hope and good cheer.
The hopeful trajectory of the letter is also seen as one looks at Doctrine and
Covenants 121–123 as a whole. The noncanonical text suggests that a reader
may do so. From these sections, our students can understand that, like the

The Textual Context of Doctrine and Covenants 121–23

113

Prophet Joseph Smith, they can allow the Lord to help them climb out of
discouragement into hope.
One way in which Joseph lifts the reader is through a rare, powerful testimony. Toward the end of the first part of the letter, he said simply, “Truth
is ‘Mormonism.’ God is the author of it.”38 According to Jessee and Welch,
“This is the only known document in which Joseph Smith bears his personal
testimony of these truths so directly.”39 Again, at the end of the second part
of the letter, the Prophet spoke boldly: “We say that God is true; that the
Constitution of the United States is true; that the Bible is true; that the Book
of Mormon is true; that the Book of Covenants is true; that Christ is true;
that the ministering angels sent forth from God are true, and that we know
that we have an house not made with hands eternal in the heavens, whose
builder and maker is God.”40 There is no doubt or equivocation in these
words. The Prophet Joseph Smith was resolute in what he knew.
Conclusion

For a group of teachers with both the necessity and time to understand
the scriptures deeply, the Liberty letter provides an extra layer of insight to
Doctrine and Covenants 121–123. While we must be careful not to overemphasize the noncanonical portions, they can provide context and clarity to
the principles contained in the scriptures. As we teach the scriptural principles well, our students will be blessed to know and understand the important
lessons taught from Liberty Jail.
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Teachers should not be ashamed to admit they do not know answers to some questions.

“I Know Not”
jo h n h i lto n i i i

John Hilton III (johnhiltoniii@byu.edu) is an assistant professor of ancient scripture at BYU.

o you think that the weapons buildup we are seeing in some countries
“Dwill
lead to Armageddon?”

It was a priesthood session of stake conference, and the presiding General
Authority had opened the meeting to questions. He looked at the person who
had asked the question and simply responded, “I don’t know. Next question.”
Throughout the meeting, the General Authority was asked many questions, several of which did not have answers that could be found in the
scriptures or teachings of living prophets. To each of these questions, he
answered, “I don’t know.”
One of the major temptations gospel teachers face is the feeling that they
need to answer every question—even questions to which there are no answers.
The prophet Alma once found himself at a point where he had reached
the limits of his knowledge. Speaking of the sacred records, Alma said, “And
who knoweth but what they will be the means of bringing many thousands of
them, yea, and also many thousands of our stiffnecked brethren, the Nephites,
who are now hardening their hearts in sin and iniquities, to the knowledge
of their Redeemer? Now these mysteries are not yet fully made known unto me;
117
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therefore I shall forbear” (Alma 37:10–11; emphasis added). Alma was able
to resist the temptation to speculate on issues that he didn’t fully understand
and to “forbear,” or leave those matters alone.
As a more modern example, shortly before he was called to the Quorum
of the Twelve, Elder D. Todd Christofferson was interviewed by the media
company Reuters. One of the questions he was asked was, “Women cannot
enter the lay priesthood if I understand that correctly. Can you imagine a
time when that might change? Is that conceivable?”
His answer was intriguing. Although some religious educators would have
been quick to say no (or yes), Elder Christofferson said: “I don’t know. I really
don’t know. We do honestly believe in the reality of revelation. Both in the
past and the present and the future . . . . In that sense it would be conceivable.”1
In an address to religious educators, President Henry B. Eyring emphasized
the importance of acknowledging the limits of what we know. He said: “We
must teach the gospel in its simple purity. To do that we must pray in faith that
the Spirit will warn us away from teaching false doctrine, from giving personal
interpretation, and from all speculation as we teach the gospel. That restraint
may become more difficult as we read more books and hear more talks with
what seem to us to be novel or more profound expositions of the gospel.”2
President Joseph F. Smith put it this way: “It is no discredit to our intelligence or to our integrity to say frankly in the face of a hundred speculative
questions, ‘I do not know.’”3 And President Harold B. Lee said, “It would be
far better to say [‘I do not know’] than to indulge in faulty speculation.”4
In addition to the potential embarrassment of not being able to answer a
question posed by a student, some religious educators may find that some gospel questions cause them trouble on a personal level. Robert L. Millet, former
dean of Religious Education at BYU, said, “One thing I have learned through
the years is not to become preoccupied with unanswered questions, not to
obsess over them, not to allow them to make me spiritually dysfunctional . . . .
I have learned to place many items on the shelf for the time being to allow time
and study and seasoning and maturity either to prepare me for an answer down
the road or to prepare me not to receive an answer, perhaps even in this life.”5
If we are asked a question that we do not have an answer to, there is no
need to worry. Others have had this experience as well. An angel asked Nephi
if he knew the meaning of a book. Nephi responded, “I know not” (1 Nephi
13:22). On another occasion, Nephi responded to a question, saying, “I know
that he loveth his children; nevertheless, I do not know the meaning of all
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things” (1 Nephi 11:17). Many people in the scriptures admit to not knowing
everything. From these accounts, we can learn several principles about what
to do when we do not know the answer. These principles can be helpful both
in terms of how to respond as a teacher when the correct answer is not known
and also how to deal with personal doubts that may arise when one cannot
answer every question.
Principle 1: Trust That the Lord Knows

While compiling the Book of Mormon, the prophet Mormon received
promptings from the Spirit regarding the small plates of Nephi. He frankly
admitted that he did not know the reason he was supposed to include these
plates, saying, “And now, I do not know all things; but the Lord knoweth all
things which are to come” (Words of Mormon 1:7; emphasis added).
Speaking nearly one thousand years earlier, Nephi used almost identical
language. Speaking of the small plates, he said, “The Lord hath commanded
me to make these plates for a wise purpose in him, which purpose I know not.
But the Lord knoweth all things from the beginning” (1 Nephi 9:5–6; emphasis
added).
If the issue of what would become of the small plates seems like a minor
issue to us today, it is because we have the benefit of knowing how they were
eventually used. For Nephi, the effort to engrave the small plates was huge. If
anyone had the right to know why he needed to do it, it was Nephi. However
both Nephi and Mormon were content with the knowledge that “the Lord
knoweth all things.”
In a more modern setting, when dealing with a difficult issue (the death
of children), President Wilford Woodruff said, “The question may arise
with me and with you—‘Why has the Lord taken away my children?’ But
that is not for me to tell, because I do not know; it is in the hands of the
Lord.”6 President Woodruff did not hesitate to say that he did not know the
answer to this difficult question. But he also expressed faith that the Lord was
involved in the situation.
When we encounter questions that we do not have answers to, we can
take comfort in the fact that even if we do not have all of the answers, the
Lord does. As President Ezra Taft Benson plainly taught, “God knows all
things, the end from the beginning”7
Our faith should not diminish just because we do not have answers
to every question. We can also express our confidence to students that just
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because we do not have an answer does not mean than an answer does not
exist. An answer does exist, for God knows all things.
Principle 2: Some Things Do Not Matter

A second principle is that some things are not important to know. Elder
Bruce R. McConkie wrote:
There is so much to learn about the great eternal verities which shape our destiny
that it seems a shame to turn our attention everlastingly to the minutiae and insignificant things. So often questions like this are asked: ‘I know it is not essential to
my salvation, but I would really like to know how many angels can dance on the
head of a pin and if it makes any difference whether the pin is made of brass or
bronze?’ There is such a thing as getting so tied up with little fly specks on the great
canvas which depicts the whole plan of salvation that we lose sight of what the life
and the light and the glory of eternal reward are all about. There is such a thing as
virtually useless knowledge.8

As Alma talked with his son Corianton, he explained that some things
were just not important to know: “Now, whether there shall be one time, or
a second time, or a third time, that men shall come forth from the dead, it
mattereth not; for God knoweth all these things; and it sufficeth me to know
that this is the case—that there is a time appointed that all shall rise from the
dead.” (Alma 40:5; emphasis added).
In this case, Alma knew some of the details, and he also knew that some
of the other details really did not matter. Understanding that some things are
not important to know can often itself be an important thing to know.
Principle 3: Continue to Do What Is Right, Even If You Do Not Know All
of the Answers

At times, if people have doubts or do not understand everything they want to
know, they may stop doing things that they know are right. For example, Elder
M. Russell Ballard related an experience in which one of his missionaries had
become preoccupied with doubts about the Church, based on anti-Mormon
literature he had read. Elder Ballard asked him, “How long has it been since
you read from the Book of Mormon?” The missionary just looked at the floor
and said, “It’s been a long time.”9
In this case, doubts about what he didn’t know had stopped this young
man from doing the things he did know that he should do.
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The examples of Nephi and Mormon cited in the previous section provide scriptural examples of individuals who followed this principle. Even
though they did not know the “why” behind the commandment they were
given, they nonetheless obeyed.
As another example, when Adam and Eve were driven out of the Garden
of Eden, they were commanded to “offer the firstlings of their flocks, for an
offering unto the Lord” (Moses 5:5). They obeyed this counsel, and “after
many days an angel of the Lord appeared unto Adam, saying: Why dost thou
offer sacrifices unto the Lord? And Adam said unto him: I know not, save the
Lord commanded me” (Moses 5:6; emphasis added).
Even though Adam and Eve were not sure why they were given a commandment, they faithfully obeyed it. Regardless of doubts or questions we
may have, we can keep the commandments that we have received.
Principle 4: Continue to Study and Inquire of the Lord

Although we do not know all of the answers now, we may find them as we
go through life, continually studying. For example, speaking of the Three
Nephites, Mormon wrote, “And now, whether they were mortal or immortal,
from the day of their transfiguration, I know not” (3 Nephi 28:17; emphasis
added). However, later in the chapter we read, “Since I wrote, I have inquired
of the Lord, and he hath made it manifest unto me that there must needs be a
change wrought upon their bodies, or else it needs be that they must taste of
death” (3 Nephi 28:37). As Mormon inquired of the Lord, additional knowledge came to him.
Similarly, the prophet Alma provides an example of how diligent inquiry
can lead to understanding. He explained to his son Corianton, “There are
many mysteries which are kept, that no one knoweth them save God himself.
But I show unto you one thing which I have inquired diligently of God that
I might know—that is concerning the resurrection” (Alma 40:3). Alma went
on to demonstrate that while there were limits to what he could learn, there
were some things that he previously had not known but was able to learn:
Behold, there is a time appointed that all shall come forth from the dead. Now when
this time cometh no one knows; but God knoweth the time which is appointed . . . .
And now I would inquire what becometh of the souls of men from this time of
death to the time appointed for the resurrection? . . .
. . . And now, concerning this space of time, what becometh of the souls of men
is the thing which I have inquired diligently of the Lord to know; and this is the thing
of which I do know. (Alma 40:4, 7, 9; emphasis added)
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In our day, an important part of studying is to read the words of the living
prophets. Many questions have been answered by modern prophets; it is our
responsibility to search out these answers diligently. Through our study and
prayer, we too may find answers to questions we once thought unknowable.
Principle 5: Testify of What You Do Know

No matter how much one studies, some things will not be revealed in this life.
When that happens, the following counsel is particularly pertinent: “When
there is something you do not know, testify of what you do know.”10
Alma provides a scriptural example of this admonition. When speaking
of the Savior, Alma taught, “Behold, I do not say that he will come among us
at the time of his dwelling in his mortal tabernacle; for behold, the Spirit hath
not said unto me that this should be the case. Now as to this thing I do not
know; but this much I do know, that the Lord God hath power to do all things
which are according to his word” (Alma 7:8; emphasis added).
We can apply this principle in a variety of settings. A teacher confronted
with a difficult question about an aspect of Church history could say, “I do
not know the specific answer to that question, but I do know that Joseph
Smith was a prophet of God.” Similarly, if a friend of another faith asks a doctrinal question to which you do not know the answer—or to which there is
no clear answer—you could respond by saying something like, “That’s a great
question. I don’t know the answer; however, I do know that Jesus Christ is
our Savior and that we can learn more of him through the Book of Mormon.
Would you be interested in learning more about this book of scripture?”
Conclusion

As gospel instructors, we can strengthen the faith of our students when we, in
situations in which we don’t know the answer, simply say, “I don’t know.” The
Prophet Joseph stated, “I do place unremitted confidence in your word, for I
believe you to be men of truth. And I ask the same of you, when I tell you anything, that you place equal confidence in my word, for I will not tell you I know
anything that I do not know.”11
What a powerful statement that we can apply today: I will not tell you I
know anything that I do not know.
As other prophets have done, President Brigham Young was willing to
answer difficult questions with a frank “I don’t know.” In answer to the question “[During the Millennium] will there be this variety of classes and faiths
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that we now behold?” he said, “I do not know whether there will be as many,
or whether there will be more.”12
While working on this article, I received an e-mail from a student who
asked a difficult doctrinal question. As I pondered the question, I realized
that I didn’t know the answer. I spent some time researching the question and
reading to see what others had written on it. Ultimately, I had to write my
student back and say, “I am sorry, but I don’t know.” And that’s OK.
As I watched the General Authority in stake conference say, “I don’t
know,” I realized that some questions do not need to be answered. As a parent,
teacher, learner, and friend, I have been blessed by understanding that sometimes it is OK to say with Nephi, “I know not” (1 Nephi 13:22).
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Temple ordinances give visible form to our covenants.

“Endowed with Power”
pet e r b. r aw l i n s

Peter B. Rawlins (joannrawlins50@msn.com) retired as the director of proselyting in the
Missionary Department and at the Missionary Training Center.

S

oon after my wife and I were married, we attended a ward fireside in which
an older couple serving in the Manti Temple gave a warm and uplifting
talk about temple service. At the end of their talk, they asked if anyone had a
question. I asked, “What exactly is the endowment?” They answered simply,
“It is a gift.” Their answer was true, but it did not satisfy me, and I thus began
a search. My studies led to an observation: When people speak of the endowment, it is almost always in terms of (1) personal spiritual benefits (personal
revelation, comfort, peace); (2) the joy of selflessly doing vicarious work for
the dead; and (3) preparation for eternity (returning to the Father’s presence,
sealing as eternal families). All of these are necessary and true, and I would
not detract from them in any way. I would, however, add another important
dimension to our understanding of the endowment.
Virtually all references to the endowment in the scriptures are in the context of missionary work, which suggests a more immediate purpose for the
endowment. There is ample scriptural and apostolic authority for the proposition that the endowment is intended for the here and now, as preparation
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for our ministry in fulfilling the mission of the Church—on both sides of the
veil.1 This is a very practical and direct purpose for the endowment.
Our Work as Mortals

While the world largely regards formal religious rites as meaningless or even
ludicrous, members of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints esteem
ordinances, especially temple ceremonies, as central to its mission. In the temple
we see the gospel as an integrated, harmonious, unified whole.2 Elder Bruce R.
McConkie said that the temple “is the hub, as it were, the heart and core of what
we do as mortals to work out our salvation.” Concerning “what we must do for
our own salvation and for the salvation of all our brothers and sisters,” he said,
“Where our labors and our work are concerned, it all centers in the temple.”3
Our fundamental goal as mortals is to “work out [our] own salvation”
(Philippians 2:12; Alma 34:37; Mormon 9:27). This “work” is the work of
faith, specifically faith in Christ, for we must rely on the “merits, and mercy,
and grace of the Holy Messiah” for salvation (2 Nephi 2:8). “We have access
by faith into this grace” (Romans 5:2), and our covenants are a manifestation of faith. “But blessed are they who have kept the covenant and observed
the commandment, for they shall obtain mercy” (D&C 54:6). Thus, we are
to seek “first the kingdom of God, and his righteousness” (Matthew 6:33),
which means, according to Elder McConkie, that we “seek the celestial kingdom and the state of righteousness in which God dwells.” But the Prophet
Joseph Smith’s inspired revision of Matthew 6:334 defines the means of reaching our goal. As Elder McConkie states, “The process by which this ultimate
goal is attained is to devote oneself to building up the earthly kingdom,
which is the Church, and to establish the Cause of Righteousness on earth.”5
The ordinances of the gospel relate directly to both the ultimate goal and the
process by which it is achieved. The end is preserved in the means.6
The Mission of the Church

The prophets have emphasized that the mission of the Church “should be a
part of the personal mission of every member.”7 Thus, if the Saints are to work
out their own salvation, they must participate actively in fulfilling the mission
of the Church. “We must not let the demands of the world divert us from this
sacred mission.”8 Elder Dallin H. Oaks said: “It would be desirable for each
member of the Church to think about the work of proclaiming the gospel,
perfecting the Saints, and redeeming the dead not only as an expression of
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the mission of the Church, but also as a personal assignment. Every member
should have some ongoing activity in each of these three dimensions, with a
total personal activity that does not exceed what is wise for his or her current
circumstances and resources.”9
Recently, the prophets and apostles have refined the mission of the
Church. Handbook 2: Administering the Church (section 2.2) states that the
mission of the Church includes “helping members live the gospel of Jesus
Christ, gathering Israel through missionary work, caring for the poor and
needy, and enabling the salvation of the dead by building temples and performing vicarious ordinances.” An endowment of power prepares and enables
the Saints to carry out these sacred forms of service.
The Law and the Endowment

Through the Restoration the Lord set in motion his plan for the salvation of
God’s children. But how was the fledgling Church to be schooled and taught
to carry out its divine mission to “bring to pass the immortality and eternal
life of man” (Moses 1:39)?
In December 1830, the Saints were commanded to gather to a specific
location—to “assemble together at the Ohio” (D&C 37:3). Shortly thereafter,
on January 2, 1831, the Lord repeated the commandment (see D&C 38:32).
He gave two vital reasons for gathering in Ohio: (1) “there I will give unto
you my law;” and (2) “there you shall be endowed with power from on high.”
These two conditions were necessary in order to gather Israel and establish the
Kingdom of God. “And from thence, whosoever I will shall go forth among
all nations, and it shall be told them what they shall do” (D&C 38:32–33, 38).
The “law” defined the fundamentals of missionary work (see D&C 42:11–17);
the endowment would empower missionaries to fulfill the law. Without the
power, the law would be ineffectual.
The Ordinances of Salvation

The revelations call the first principles and ordinances of the gospel the “first
ordinances” (see D&C 53:3, 6). Baptism, confirmation, and ordination to the
priesthood (for worthy males) are ordinances of salvation. They encompass
all gospel covenants and promises, and they are preparatory to higher ordinances. They seem to emphasize personal purity, or the redemptive power of
the Atonement.10 For example, baptism is for the remission of sins, and the
Holy Ghost sanctifies and purifies us.

128

Religious Educator · VOL. 13 NO. 1 · 2012

After referring to the “first ordinances,” the Lord promised that the “residue” of the ordinances—the temple ordinances—would be made known at a
future time, according to, or depending on, the Saints’ labor in the vineyard
(see D&C 53:6). If the initial ordinances comprehend all covenants of salvation, what do the higher ordinances of the temple add? How do they help us
advance spiritually? President Harold B. Lee showed how the baptismal covenant relates to the endowment: “The receiving of the endowment required the
assuming of obligations by covenants which in reality are but an embodiment or
an unfolding of the covenants each person should have assumed at baptism.”11
Temple ordinances “embody” our baptismal covenants as a constituent,
essential, or primary part. They “unfold” the initial ordinances, opening them
to our view and making them clear by gradual disclosure. We gain greater spiritual insight into the central covenants of exaltation. The baptismal covenant
relates to the endowment as the bud to the flower. Through symbolic representation, temple ordinances give visible form to our covenants. Although
temple ordinances comprehend the same covenants as baptism, they seem to
emphasize the principle of service, focusing especially on helping others come
unto Christ through ordinances. They relate to the enabling power of the
Atonement. The basic ordinances of the temple parallel the initial ordinances.
The most frequently cited definition of the endowment was coined by
President Brigham Young: “Your endowment is, to receive all those ordinances in the house of the Lord, which are necessary for you, after you have
departed this life, to enable you to walk back to the presence of the Father,
passing the angels who stand as sentinels, being enabled to give them the key
words, the signs and tokens, pertaining to the holy Priesthood, and gain your
eternal exaltation in spite of earth and hell.”12
This definition emphasizes that phase of eternity after we have “departed
this life.” In the same context, however, President Young hinted at a more
immediate definition. “There are but few, very few of the Elders of Israel, now
on earth, who know the meaning of the word endowment. To know, they
must experience, and to experience, a temple must be built.”13 How does one
“experience” the endowment? Obviously, receiving the formal ordinance is
an experience, one that should be repeated often. In addition, however, the
actual conferring of power that can be used daily is something one must experience to understand, for it dramatically changes the quality of one’s life. It
directs one’s thoughts and actions to the type and quality of life that God
lives—bringing salvation to others.
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Washing

The ordinance of washing corresponds to the initial ordinance of baptism
in that both are cleansing ordinances. Elder Bruce R. McConkie compared
these two ordinances:
Baptism is called ‘the washing of regeneration’ (Titus 3:5), and it is the way nonmembers of the Church gain the Holy Spirit, by whose power they are cleansed
and sanctified. But Paul is here [Ephesians 5:26] speaking of how the Lord sanctifies ‘the church,’ those who have already received the washing of regeneration. It
would appear, thus, that he well may have had reference to those ‘washings’ which
the Lord says are performed only ‘in a house which you have built to my name’
(D&C 124:37–40), and with reference to which he commanded: ‘Sanctify yourselves; yea, purify your hearts, and cleanse your hands and your feet before me, that I
may make you clean; That I may testify unto your Father, and your God, and my God,
that you are clean from the blood of this wicked generation’ (D&C 88:74–75).14

The phrase “clean from the blood of this wicked generation” refers to the
“watchman” principle described by Ezekiel (3:17–21; 33:7–9) and alluded to
by Jacob (2 Nephi 9:44; Jacob 1:19, 2:2); Paul (Acts 20:26–27); King Benjamin
(Mosiah 2:27–28); Mormon (Mormon 9:35); and Moroni (Ether 12:37–38).
This means that God will, on the one hand, hold us responsible for the sins of
those whom we failed to warn when we had the knowledge, the commission,
and the opportunity, and on the other hand, hold us guiltless for the sins of
those who reject our warnings.
The same principle was established by the Lord in our dispensation. A
few verses after the Lord commands the first laborers to sanctify themselves
(D&C 88:74–75, 85), he says, “Behold, I sent you out to testify and warn the
people, and it becometh every man who hath been warned to warn his neighbor. Therefore, they are left without excuse, and their sins are upon their own
heads” (D&C 88:81–82; see also D&C 112:28, 33; 61:33–34; 88:138–39).
President John Taylor reiterated this principle:
It is time we were waking up to a sense of the position we occupy before God. . . . If
you do not magnify your callings, God will hold you responsible for those whom
you might have saved had you done your duty. How many of you can say, My garments are clean from the blood of this generation? I speak in behalf of the nations
and the people thereof, and the honest in heart who are ignorant of God and his
laws. He has called upon us to enlighten them, and to spread forth the truth, and
send forth the principles of the Gospel, and point out the way of life. . . . But we are
careless and thoughtless.15
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The early missionaries of the Church understood this principle. The three
witnesses of the Book of Mormon stated, “We know that if we are faithful in
Christ, we shall rid our garments of the blood of all men, and be found spotless before the judgment-seat of Christ” (Book of Mormon, Testimony of the
Three Witnesses).
President John Taylor taught: “When the [Kirtland] Temple was built,
the Lord did not see proper to reveal all the ordinances of the Endowments.
. . . It is true, our hands were washed, our faces and our feet. . . . What for?
That the first Elder might witness to our Father and God, that we were clean
from the blood of that wicked generation, that then lived. We had gone forth
according to our best ability, to publish glad tidings of great joy, for thousands
of miles, upon this continent. After this we were called in, and this washing
of hands and feet was to testify to God that we were clean from the blood of
this generation.”16
The command to purify and sanctify ourselves—to rid ourselves of sin
through the Atonement—precedes the command to preach the gospel. Since
the powers of godliness can be controlled or handled only upon the principles
of righteousness (see D&C 121:36), the command is always, “Sanctify yourselves and ye shall be endowed with power, that ye may give even as I have
spoken” (D&C 43:16). If we faithfully proclaim the gospel, we then receive
the promise that we will be cleansed from the blood and sins of this generation.
The revelations illustrate these parallel commands: “But purify your hearts
before me; and then go ye into all the world, and preach my gospel unto every
creature who has not received it. . . . Cleanse your hearts and your garments,
lest the blood of this generation be required at your hands” (D&C 112:28, 33).
Baptism cleanses us from our own sins; washings cleanse us from the sins of
others. Our minds are thus directed to the salvation of our fellowmen.
Anointing

The ordinance of washing prepares us for the anointing, just as baptism
prepares us for confirmation. Elder McConkie explained that “anointing”
means “Literally, to pour oil upon one as part of a sacred rite; figuratively, as
here [1 John 2:27], to receive an outpouring of the Holy Spirit; that is, . . . to
receive a manifold outpouring of this greatest of all gifts, to actually receive
the companionship of this member of the Godhead.”17
Thus, the anointing follows the cleansing ordinance of washing as the
baptism of fire and the Holy Ghost follows the baptism of water. Jesus himself
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was anointed “with the Holy Ghost and with power” and “went about doing
good, and healing all that were oppressed of the devil” (Acts 10:38).
Elder John A. Widtsoe said that “the gift of the Holy Ghost which
implies a promise of added intelligence is realized in part at least in the worship and ordinances of the temples of the Lord.”18 The anointing specifically
relates to this gift of added intelligence. John wrote, “But the anointing which
ye have received of him abideth in you, and ye need not that any man teach
you: but as the same anointing teacheth you of all things, and is truth, and
is no lie, and even as it hath taught you, ye shall abide in him” (1 John 2:27).
The anointing also directs us toward the salvation of others. Christ, the
Messiah, the Anointed One, was anointed to “preach the gospel to the poor;
. . . heal the broken-hearted, to preach deliverance to the captives, and recovering of sight to the blind, to set at liberty them that are bruised” (Luke 4:18).
This means that he was “given . . . the endowment, the holy unction, the
appointment, the mission, the power from on high ‘to preach good tidings
unto the meek.’ (Isa. 61:1.)”19
Since we are to be even as Christ and do the works that we have seen him
do (see 3 Nephi 27:21, 27), we too are anointed to do the same things he
did—even to become the “saviors of men” (D&C 103:9–10). In the dedicatory prayer for the Kirtland Temple, Joseph Smith prayed, “Let the anointing
of thy ministers be sealed upon them with power from on high. Let it be
fulfilled upon them, as upon those on the day of Pentecost. . . . Put upon thy
servants the testimony of the covenant, that when they go out and proclaim
thy word they may seal up the law, and prepare the hearts of the saints for all
those judgments thou art about to send” (D&C 109:35–38).
The emphasis in the ordinance of anointing is on service, especially in
fulfilling the mission of the Church. It gives us the capacity and assurance to
use the gifts of the Spirit for the salvation of others.
Endowment

Elder James E. Talmage associated the endowment with receiving the priesthood. “Exaltation in the kingdom of God implies attainment to the graded
orders of the Holy Priesthood, and with these the ceremonies of the endowment are directly associated.”20
The endowment, therefore, parallels the ordinance of ordination to the
priesthood. Temple ceremonies (for males) begin with ordination to the
priesthood, a conferral of authority, and culminate with an affirmation of
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priesthood, a bestowal of power—real power, God’s own power. In between
the authority and the power is a presentation of the doctrine—the plan of
redemption—and the covenants, the laws or commandments that qualify us
to receive salvation, laws that we receive by covenant. “Therefore God gave
unto them commandments, after having made known unto them the plan
of redemption” (Alma 12:32). Thus, as the Prophet Joseph taught, “If a man
gets a fullness of the priesthood of God he has to get it in the same way that
Jesus Christ obtained it, and that was by keeping all the commandments and
obeying all the ordinances of the house of the Lord.”21
Rather than emphasizing the power of personal sanctification, however,
the temple endowment emphasizes the power that enables one to work for
the salvation of others.
In January 1831 the Saints were commanded to go to Ohio, where they
would be “endowed with power from on high.” For what purpose? “And from
thence, whosoever I will shall go forth among all nations, and it shall be told
them what they shall do” (D&C 38:33, 38). This charge was reiterated three
days later: “And inasmuch as my people shall assemble themselves at the Ohio,
I have kept in store a blessing such as is not known among the children of men,
and it shall be poured forth upon their heads. And from thence men shall go
forth into all nations” (D&C 39:15). Again, the elders of the Church were
told, “Ye are not sent forth to be taught, but to teach the children of men the
things which I have put into your hands by the power of my Spirit; and ye are
to be taught from on high. Sanctify yourselves and ye shall be endowed with
power, that ye may give even as I have spoken” (D&C 43:15–16).
As noted earlier, the phrase “endowed with power” is almost always used
in the context of preaching the gospel to the world or building the kingdom.
Of particular importance are the passages in Luke 24:47–49, D&C 95:8–9,
and 108:5. The “promise of the Father” referred to in these passages was to
be sent upon the Apostles after they tarried in Jerusalem. This phrase occurs
again in Acts 1:4, where we read that the apostles were “wait[ing] for the
promise of the Father.” They were told that they would “receive power, after
that the Holy Ghost is come upon you: and ye shall be witnesses unto me”
(Acts 1:8). Then in Acts 2 we read how the Spirit was poured out on the
Apostles on the day of Pentecost, and Peter states that they had “received of
the Father the promise of the Holy Ghost” (Acts 2:33). The Apostles received
power from on high to be witnesses of Christ. In our day the elders were told
that the “promise of the Father” would be “fulfilled upon [them] in that day
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that [they] shall have right to preach my gospel” (D&C 108:6). Commenting
on these related passages, Elder Bruce R. McConkie wrote:
It is common in Christendom to suppose that Jesus here [Luke 24:49] commanded
his apostles to tarry in Jerusalem until the promised gift of the Holy Ghost was
received, which gift would constitute an endowment of power from on high.
Perhaps the statement can be so used, for certainly the disciples were marvelously
and powerfully endowed when the Holy Spirit came into their lives on the day of
Pentecost. (Acts 2.)
But from latter-day revelation we learn that the Lord had something more in
mind in issuing this instruction. In this dispensation, after the elders had received
the gift of the Holy Ghost and as early as January, 1831, the Lord began to reveal
unto them that he had an endowment in store for the faithful (D&C 38:22; 43:16),
‘a blessing such as is not known among the children of men.’ (D&C 39:15.) In June,
1833, he said: ‘I gave unto you a commandment that you should build a house, in
the which house I design to endow those whom I have chosen with power from on
high; For this is the promise of the Father unto you; therefore I command you to
tarry, even as mine apostles at Jerusalem.’ (D&C 95:8–9; 105:11–12, 18, 33.)
Thus the apostles—or any ministers or missionaries in any age—are not fully
qualified to go forth, preach the gospel, and build up the kingdom, unless they have
the gift of the Holy Ghost and also are endowed with power from on high, meaning
have received certain knowledge, powers, and special blessings, normally given only
in the Lord’s Temple.22

Alluding to these same scriptures, Joseph Smith succinctly described the
purpose of the endowment: “When the apostles were raised up, they worked
in Jerusalem, and Jesus commanded them to tarry there until they were
endowed with power from on high. . . . The endowment was to prepare the
disciples for their missions unto the world.”23
Joseph Smith also noted that “the object of gathering . . . the people of
God in any age of the world . . . was to build unto the Lord a house whereby
He could reveal unto His people the ordinances of His house and the glories
of His kingdom, and teach the people the way of salvation.”24 The Lord gathers the Saints so they can be endowed in the temple; he endows them with
power so that they can gather the Saints.
The nature of the ministry requires attributes and endowments beyond
the capacity of the natural man. But, as President Boyd K. Packer observed,
“We have priesthood authority planted nearly everywhere . . . . But distributing the authority of the priesthood has raced . . . ahead of distributing the
power of the priesthood.”25
The distribution of power is the urgent but often overlooked concern of
the temple ordinances. Isaiah’s prophecy concerning the strength of Zion (see
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Isaiah 52:1) referred to “those whom God should call in the last days, who
should hold the power of priesthood to bring again Zion, and the redemption of Israel; and to put on her strength is to put on the authority of the
priesthood, which she, Zion, has a right to by lineage; also to return to that
power which she had lost” (D&C 113:7–8).
Sealing

The Spirit of the Lord moves upon the nations of the earth, rousing believing
souls from spiritual doldrums. Without understanding the cause, the seed of
Abraham in every corner of the earth is stirred and provoked to engage in a
spiritual quest. “The Lord did pour out his Spirit on all the face of the land to
prepare the minds of the children of men, or to prepare their hearts to receive
the word” (Alma 16:16).
Those who hearken to the voice of the Spirit are enticed to come unto
God. When they do so, “the Father teacheth [them] of the covenant,” which
has been restored “for the sake of the whole world” (D&C 84:48). Faithful
souls receive the covenant as those with the authority and power of the
restored priesthood “preach the Gospel and administer in the ordinances
thereof ” (Articles of Faith 1:5). This covenant, as we have seen, includes the
first principles and ordinances of the gospel as well as the temple ordinances.
The ordinances are way stations or markers to guide the traveler.
The covenant people proceed on their epic quest, which is fraught with
trials and hazards as well as that joy which is a foretaste of their immortal glory.
Their ultimate destination is the temple, particularly the sealing ordinance,
which unites a man and a woman in the patriarchal order of the priesthood
and seals their posterity to them forever.
Thus, the culminating ordinances of the gospel are the sealing of husband
and wife and their posterity into the patriarchal order of the priesthood, which
is the fulness of the priesthood. This is the climactic point of the gospel—the
apex for which all other ordinances are preparatory. President Boyd K. Packer
said, “The very purpose for the Restoration centers on the sealing authority, the temple ordinances, baptism for the dead, eternal marriage, eternal
increase—centers on the family!”26 President Spencer W. Kimball said that
“the most important . . . of all the ordinances are the sealing ones, and all the
others lead up to them.”27 Only by entering into “this order of the priesthood
[meaning the new and everlasting covenant of marriage]” can a person obtain
the highest degree in celestial glory (D&C 131:1–2).
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While we enter the covenant quest one by one, we continue the journey
together. Exaltation does not come in isolation. We assist our fellow travelers.
The endowment is both the obligation and the enabling grace that empowers
us to extend real and effective help to each other. As we meet strangers and
pilgrims along the road, we invite them to travel with us. As we encounter
stragglers along the wayside, we “succor the weak, lift up the hands which
hang down, and strengthen the feeble knees” (D&C 81:5). This obligation
does not end when we arrive at the destination. The goal and the journey are
one. The end is the same as the process. The essence of the pursuit is ministering to others, now and in eternity. Thus, even the sealing ordinance affirms
our responsibility to serve one another. When we are sealed, we receive the
blessings of Abraham, which were passed on to Isaac, Jacob, Ephraim, and all
of the “lawful heirs,” with whom “the priesthood hath continued through the
lineage of your fathers” (D&C 86:8–9). Abraham was given the blessings of
the priesthood and told, “Thou shalt be a blessing unto thy seed after thee, that
in their hands they shall bear this ministry and Priesthood unto all nations;
and I will bless them through thy name; for as many as receive this Gospel
shall be called after thy name, and shall be accounted thy seed, and shall rise
up and bless thee, as their father” (Abraham 2:9–10). With this priesthood
comes the commission to “continue in my goodness, a light unto the Gentiles,
and through this priesthood, a savior unto my people Israel” (D&C 86:11).
Elder John A. Widtsoe observed that “the covenant [of Abraham] is a call
to individual obedience and cleansing, and to cooperation with the Lord in
blessing, if they so permit, ‘all the nations’ of earth”28
Teach According to the Covenants

The Lord told the Prophet Joseph Smith during a troubled period that “the
redemption of Zion must needs come by power” (D&C 103:15) but that this
redemption must wait “until mine elders are endowed with power from on
high” (D&C 105:11).29 The Lord said that his “first elders” must “receive their
endowment from on high”; they must be “chosen” and “sanctified,” and then
they would “have power after many days to accomplish all things pertaining
to Zion” (D&C 105:33–37). Zion is a community of believers; but it is also
the “pure in heart” (D&C 97:21). The ideal, the power, of Zion exists in the
hearts of individuals who “observe their covenants by sacrifice” (D&C 97:8).
The redemption of Zion must wait for the redemption of individuals. As
President Spencer W. Kimball said, “The major strides which must be made
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by the Church will follow upon the major strides to be made by us as individuals. . . . Our individual spiritual growth is the key to major numerical
growth in the kingdom.”30
The kingdom of God will progress when larger numbers of Church members come to appreciate that the house of the Lord is “a place of instruction for
all those who are called to the work of the ministry in all their several callings
and offices; That they may be perfected in the understanding of their ministry, in theory, in principle, and in doctrine, in all things pertaining to the
kingdom of God on the earth” (D&C 97:13–14). Zion will progress when
more Church members “quietly put an end to [their] reluctance to reach out
to others” and “take those seemingly small steps forward which will, when
compounded, mean major progress for the Church.”31
This concept directs priesthood leaders to their proper role: helping
members make and keep covenants. Elder Boyd K. Packer said, “A good and
useful and true test of every major decision made by a leader in the Church
is whether a given course leads toward or away from the making and keeping of covenants.”32 Our covenants relative to building God’s kingdom are
affirmative; they require active participation, not abstinence. These are the
duties that require the attention of priesthood leaders. President Marion G.
Romney taught priesthood leaders: “No man who comprehends, believes,
and lives according to gospel covenants will be inactive in the Church. . . . I
am persuaded that failure to appreciate the significance of the ‘new and everlasting covenant’ of the gospel is the root-cause for the inactivity of thousands
of our Church members. If you presidents of elders quorums will ‘teach’ your
inactive members ‘according’ to the covenant [see D&C 107:89] and convert
them, you will have little trouble in teaching the covenants entered into in
this life.”33
Priesthood leaders are to teach members to make the basic decisions necessary to fulfill their covenants. The work of Church leaders focuses, as do
the ordinances and the mission of the Church, on the making and keeping
of covenants. President Gordon B. Hinckley said, “We are a covenant people.
I have had the feeling that if we could just encourage our people to live by
three or four covenants [sacrament, tithing, temple] everything else would
take care of itself.”34 We are endowed with power from on high so that such
teaching will be effective.
Those who hold the keys and the powers of the holy priesthood have “no
difficulty in obtaining a knowledge of facts in relation to the salvation of the
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children of men, both as well for the dead as for the living” (D&C 128:11).
Such knowledge is reflected in modern revelation and is encapsulated in the
mission of the Church. The temple is the channel through which we receive
power to fulfill that mission.
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The ideal teaching setting involves more than a teacher dispensing information;
it requires the students to be anxiously engaged in learning.

Church Councils and
Gospel Classrooms:
Reservoirs of Insight
and Inspiration
christo pher j. morgan

Christopher J. Morgan (MorganCJ@ldschurch.org) is an instructor at the Ogden Institute of
Religion in Ogden, Utah.

I

n a recent satellite broadcast to Church Educational System religious educators, David A. Beck, Young Men general president, taught: “The Lord
intends learning to be an active, not a passive, experience . . . . To the Lord,
the ideal teaching setting involves more than a teacher dispensing information; it requires the students to be ‘anxiously engaged’ in learning (see D&C
58:26–28).”1 He then illustrated this principle by citing an example from the
teachings of Elder M. Russell Ballard concerning Church councils:
Elder M. Russell Ballard has spoken frequently about the Church’s divinely
appointed system of councils. He once described a training exercise in which he
gave the bishop a hypothetical problem and asked him to develop a solution with
his ward council. “The bishop took charge of the situation immediately and said,
‘Here’s the problem, and here’s what I think we should do to solve it.’ Then he made
assignments to the various ward council members.” Elder Ballard explained that
this method fell far short of the potential of the council. Once the bishop learned
how to solicit thoughts from the council members—once they truly began to counsel together—“the effect was like opening the floodgates of heaven. A reservoir of
insight and inspiration suddenly began to flow between council members.”2
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Brother Beck continued: “I believe we can have similar experiences in our
. . . seminary and institute classes. The same ‘reservoir of insight and inspiration’ can be present when our students are invited and encouraged to edify
one another.”3
Brother Beck’s comparison between Church councils and a gospel classroom in regards to the principle of participation is intriguing and prompts the
consideration of further questions: If active participation is a principle that is
shared between gospel classrooms and Church councils, what other principles
might they also share or have in common? What are the principles of effective
Church councils? What important perspectives would a gospel teacher gain
by comparing these principles to gospel teaching? And lastly, how could these
perspectives help a gospel teacher to be more effective in the classroom?
The objective of this paper is to explore these questions by identifying
the principles of effective Church councils and then comparing and applying them to gospel teaching. It is therefore hoped that this comparison will
provide gospel teachers with helpful perspectives and insight concerning
effective gospel teaching.
Principles of Effective Church Councils

The principles of effective Church councils can be identified by a careful
review of the most recent handbook of instructions of the Church and the
teachings of the Brethren, particularly Elder Ballard, who has repeatedly
emphasized the importance of Church councils. The list below summarizes
some principles from these sources.
The presiding officer of a council directs but does not dominate discussion.
“The bishop presides over the meeting . . . . He encourages discussion without
dominating it. He asks questions and may ask particular council members for
their suggestions. He listens carefully before making a decision.”4
“Functioning successfully as a council doesn’t mean making group decisions. It simply means the council leader draws from the various abilities,
insights, experiences, and inspiration of council members to help make good
decisions under the influence of the Spirit.”5 In fact, “councils are for leaders
to listen at least as much as they speak.”6
Members of a council have both a collective and an individual responsibility.
“All council members have a dual responsibility: not only do they represent the
needs and perspectives of the individual organization they have been called to
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lead, but each one also serves as a member of the council, sharing equally with
the others a sense of stewardship for the success of the Lord’s work.”7
Council proceedings focus on things of real importance rather than on matters that are trivial. “Ward council meetings should focus on matters that will
strengthen individuals and families. The council spends minimal time on calendaring, activity planning, and other administrative business.”8
All members of a council should participate and contribute their thoughts
and opinions. “Council members are encouraged to speak honestly, both
from their personal experience and from their positions as organizational
leaders. Both men and women should feel that their comments are valued as
full participants. The bishop seeks input from Relief Society, Young Women,
and Primary leaders in all matters considered by the ward council. The viewpoint of women is sometimes different from that of men, and it adds essential
perspective to understanding and responding to members’ needs.”9
“Promote free and open expression. Such expression is essential if we are
to achieve the purpose of councils.”10
A climate of openness, mutual respect, and unity should be fostered in the
council. “Leaders . . . should establish a climate that is conducive to openness,
where every person is important and every opinion valued.”11
Council members support, implement, and report on council decisions.
“Ward council members regularly evaluate each course of action and report
on their assignments. In most instances, progress will require sustained attention and follow-up assignments.”12
Comparison and Application of the Principles of Effective Church
Councils to Gospel Teaching

Viewing gospel teaching through the lens of Church councils provides insight
into the principles of effective gospel teaching and helps a gospel teacher view
the classroom experience from a unique perspective. A brief discussion of
each of the principles mentioned above and their application to gospel teaching follows.
Role and responsibility of a gospel teacher. Although gospel teachers do not
have the same authority or responsibility in their classrooms as leaders do in
the Church,13 it is helpful for a gospel teacher to compare his role in the classroom with that of a Church leader’s role in a Church council. For example,
just as a bishop draws upon the various abilities, insights, experiences and
inspiration of council members, a gospel teacher would do the same with his
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students. As a bishop encourages discussion without dominating it, a gospel
teacher should also be careful concerning this issue in his teaching. 14 As a
bishop listens at least as much as he speaks in a Church council, gospel teachers should seek to do the same.
Elder Ballard’s example of the “one-cylinder ward” is an appropriate consideration for a gospel teacher:
The one-cylinder ward is the ward where the bishop handles all of the problems,
makes all of the decisions, and follows through on all of the assignments. Then, like
an overworked cylinder in a car engine, he is soon burned out . . . . Our Heavenly
Father does not expect them to do everything by themselves . . . . God, the Master
Organizer, has inspired a creation of a system of committees and councils. If understood and put to proper use, this system will decrease the burden on all individual
leaders and will extend the reach and the impact of their ministry.15

This can also be true in gospel teaching. The one-cylinder classroom
is where the teacher does all the talking, makes all of the insights, asks and
answers all of the questions,16 and is the central focus of the classroom experience, rather than the students.
How a gospel teacher perceives his role in the classroom will have a profound effect on the way he teaches. The role of a leader in a Church council
helps a gospel teacher to see his role as more than just a dispenser of information. In fulfilling his role, a gospel teacher will invite students to consider
and respond to appropriate questions, direct and guide classroom discussions,
help students to study and think about pertinent passages of scripture, and
discover and apply gospel principles to their own lives. Ultimately as a teacher
seeks to fulfill these responsibilities, he becomes part of a community of learners in which the teacher is no better than those he teaches (see Alma 1:26).17
Role and responsibility of the student. Elder Ballard has taught that “one
who is called to serve on a Church council should remember that his or her
participation on the council is a privilege. And with that privilege comes
responsibility.”18 According to Elder Ballard, council members are responsible
to be prepared, to share, to advocate, to be supportive, to be in tune with the
Spirit, and to positively contribute to council discussions and deliberations.19
Although the students who attend Church classes are not called in the same
sense that participants of a Church council are, they do have responsibility
as gospel learners. Many of the responsibilities that members of a Church
council have are similar to the responsibilities that students have in a gospel
classroom.
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Students should understand they are part of a community of learners and share in the collective responsibility for the class’s overall success.

Every student in a gospel classroom is personally responsible for his or
her individual actions and attitudes. These actions and attitudes influence
their ability to learn the gospel and have a profound effect upon the class as a
whole. Such simple things as bringing a personal copy of the scriptures; having
a pen or pencil and journal to record insights, thoughts, and feelings; being
prepared to contribute to class discussions by studying the assigned material, listening, and participating appropriately; and being reverent, humble,
respectful, and optimistic can make all the difference in a student’s classroom
experience and learning.
In addition, just as members of a Church council have both a collective as
well as an individual responsibility, students should also understand they are
part of a community of learners and share in the collective responsibility for
the class’s overall success. Elder Dallin H. Oaks illustrated this responsibility
when he taught:
The values of the world wrongly teach that “it’s all about me.” That corrupting attitude produces no change and no growth. It is contrary to eternal progress toward
the destiny God has identified in His great plan for His children. The plan of the
gospel of Jesus Christ lifts us above our selfish desires and teaches us that this life is
all about what we can become. . . .
Each of us should apply that principle to our attitudes in attending church.
Some say “I didn’t learn anything today” or “No one was friendly to me” or “I was
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offended” or “The Church is not filling my needs.” All those answers are self-centered, and all retard spiritual growth.

In contrast, a wise friend wrote:
“Years ago, I changed my attitude about going to church. No longer do I go to church
for my sake, but to think of others. I make a point of saying hello to people who sit
alone, to welcome visitors, . . . to volunteer for an assignment . . . .
“In short, I go to church each week with the intent of being active, not passive,
and making a positive difference in people’s lives. Consequently, my attendance at
Church meetings is so much more enjoyable and fulfilling.”20

In a gospel classroom, students have a responsibility to look beyond
themselves to others and to contribute to the success of the class and its
members. Gospel classrooms can literally be a measure of one’s discipleship—a living laboratory of Christian love and service. Simple things such as
developing a love for class members and serving them, contributing to class
discussions, bearing testimony, helping the teacher to succeed in accomplishing his instructional objectives, and overcoming personal fears that hinder
one’s ability to participate are a few examples of how students can fulfill this
collective responsibility.
Whether or not students fulfill these responsibilities, however, can
be influenced by how a teacher teaches. Teaching, No Greater Call states:
“Knowing that individuals are responsible to learn the gospel, we may ask,
What is the role of teachers? It is to help individuals take responsibility for
learning the gospel—to awaken in them the desire to study, understand, and
live the gospel and to show them how to do so.”21 In helping students to
assume their responsibility to learn, teachers should prepare and teach with
the students in mind. 22 Students then become the focus of the classroom
experience rather than the teacher.
Instruction that is meaningful and doctrinally sound. Just as Church councils focus on matters that will strengthen individuals and families and spend
minimal time on calendaring and other administrative business; the same
should also be true of gospel classrooms. Gospel teachers should ensure that
time spent in the classroom is purposeful and carefully managed. Routine
activities such as announcements, student devotionals, and beginning and
ending on time should be focused and meaningful. In addition, classroom
instruction should be devoted to “converting principles”23 and doctrines that
strengthen and fortify students. Elder Jeffrey R. Holland counseled that gospel teachers should “keep war stories and strange doctrines and near-death
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experiences to a minimum [and] stay in the heart of the mine where the real
gold is.”24 One way gospel teachers can do this was suggested by President
Henry B. Eyring: “We invite the Holy Ghost as our companion when we
are careful to teach only true doctrine. One of the surest ways to avoid even
getting near false doctrine is to choose to be simple in our teaching. Safety is
gained by that simplicity, and little is lost.”25
Participation. In order for a Church council to accomplish its purposes,
free and open expression on the part of council members is essential. Elder
Ballard taught that when Church leaders
allow the priesthood and auxiliary leaders whom the Lord has called to serve with
them to become part of a problem-solving team, wonderful things begin to happen. Their participation broadens the base of experience and understanding, leading
to better solutions. You bishops energize your ward leaders by giving them a chance
to offer suggestions and to be heard. You prepare future leaders by allowing them to
participate and learn. You can lift much of the load from your shoulders through this
kind of involvement. People who feel ownership of a problem are more willing to
help find a solution, greatly improving the possibility of success.26

Similarly, student participation can have the same effects in a gospel
classroom. For example, participation broadens the base of experience and
understanding leading to better lessons, energizes students to become active
rather than passive participants, prepares students to become future leaders
and teachers in the Church, enables students to share in the responsibility for
the class and greatly improves the possibility of its success.
Gospel classrooms are similar to Church councils in that participation invites inspiration and fosters the receipt of revelation. Elder David A.
Bednar in the November 2010 Worldwide Training Broadcast taught: “There
is a mistaken notion that every element of revelation coming to the ward has
to be through the bishop. ‘By virtue of his keys, he has to acknowledge it and
affirm it, but he doesn’t necessarily have to be the only vehicle through whom
it comes. So in that council, as you have that spirit of unity and acting under
the influence of the Spirit, the contributions of all of the council members
add elements to the inspiration.’”27 Likewise, in a gospel classroom it is also
a mistaken notion that every element of revelation has to come through the
teacher. Teaching by the Spirit is something that a teacher and students do
together as they counsel with one another in the classroom. Thus teaching
by the Spirit is more than just a teacher receiving inspiration concerning how
and what to teach; it also encompasses the students receiving inspiration and
revelation.
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Classroom climate. Just as a Church leader has the responsibility to foster
and establish a climate that is conducive to openness and mutual respect in
a Church council, a gospel teacher has this same responsibility in a gospel
classroom. The climate found in either of these settings profoundly affects the
level of participation and contribution the participants make. This participation invites the presence of the Holy Ghost and facilitates learning under his
influence.
In fostering and establishing such a climate, gospel teachers should consider such things as their view of the students, love for them, and expectations
concerning them, as well as helping their students to develop appropriate
classroom habits and behaviors.28 These principles could also apply to Church
leaders and the councils they preside over.
Assignments. As participants in a Church council receive and report on
assignments, gospel teachers should invite and encourage students to appropriately do the same. Gospel teachers should ask students to apply gospel
truths to their lives and to consider how lessons learned in class can address
their experiences and circumstances outside of class.29 Simple assignments,
invitations and challenges made by a gospel teacher can extend the effect of
classroom instruction beyond its walls into students’ lives.30 Having students
report on their experiences and monitor their progress can also help them
become responsible for their own learning. Just as the work of a Church
council is accomplished outside of the council itself, lessons learned inside a
gospel classroom must also be lived outside of it. An edifying classroom experience alone is not enough if gospel truths are to go down deep into students’
lives. Deliberation and decision inside the classroom should be followed by
action outside of it!
Conclusion

In 1953, President Stephen L. Richards taught: “Now, I don’t know that it is
possible for any organization to succeed in the Church . . . without adopting the genius of our Church government. What is that? As I conceive it,
the genius of our Church government is government through councils.”31
Achieving success in gospel teaching can also come by adopting the “genius”
of Church councils. Comparing the principles of effective Church councils
to gospel teaching provides insight and understanding into the basic principles that characterize good teaching. Through a careful implementation of
these principles, a gospel teacher can establish a classroom where students
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and teachers strengthen and help one another, where they are able to seek and
receive the Lord’s guidance and find solutions to their problems, concerns
and questions. Like Church councils, gospel classrooms can indeed be a reservoir of inspiration for both teachers and their students.
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New Publications
To purchase any of the following publications, please visit www.byubookstore.com and
search by book title or ISBN number, or call the BYU Bookstore toll-free at 1-800-253-2578.

No Weapon Shall Prosper: New Light on Sensitive Issues
Edited by Robert L. Millet

From the time young Joseph Smith Jr. walked out of the grove of trees, opposition to what he had experienced has been constant. To suggest that all the
existing churches were wrong and that their creeds were an abomination in the
sight of God was to stir up a hornet’s nest, to invite criticism and suspicion, and
to open the door to persecution. We ought to be competent disciples, serious
students of the gospel who are able to provide a defense of the faith. As contributors, we are fully persuaded that Mormonism is not only true and faithful
but also reasonable. We are committed to our faith and way of life because
the Spirit of the living God has borne witness to our souls that what began
in Palmyra and now reaches to every corner of the globe is true and is Godordained and God-inspired. This volume does not address every sensitive issue,
but it does provide answers to a reasonable cross section of hard questions.
ISBN: 978-0-8425-2794-1, Retail: $27.99
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Notes from an Amateur:
A Disciple’s Life in the Academy
John S. Tanner

The word amateur derives from the Latin for
“love.” An amateur is at root a lover—a lover of
sport, science, art, and so forth. Tanner explains,
“There is much to recommend the professional
ethic, including rigor, methodology, high standards of review, and so forth . . . . Yet it is hoped
that we also never cease to be amateurs in our
professions—that is, passionate devotees of our
disciplines.” This book gathers together brief
messages that were periodically sent to the faculty at Brigham Young University by former academic vice president John S.
Tanner. Tanner’s words reflect his years of experience as a scholar, an administrator, and a disciple, addressing with characteristic insight, wisdom, and with
an impressive range of topics from the seemingly mundane to the inspiring.
This book is enhanced by the evocative art of Brian Kershisnik.
ISBN: 978-0-8425-2801-6, Retail: $22.99
The King James Bible and the Restoration
Edited by Kent P. Jackson

The King James translation of the Bible celebrated its four-hundredth anniversary in 2011.
This historic text has had a greater impact on
the world than any other book in the English
language. It is still in print today, four centuries
since it first came off the London presses. This is
not a book solely about the history of the King
James Bible and its contributions to the world in
general. Its primary goal is to shed light on the
intersection of the King James translation and
Mormonism—hence the title. In important ways, the King James Bible was
one of the contributors to the founding of the Latter-day Saint faith, and it
has continued to play a significant role in its history to the present time, even
in lands where English is not the spoken language.
ISBN: 978-0-8425-2802-3, Retail: $31.99
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The Things Which My Father Saw:
Approaches to Lehi’s Dream
and Nephi’s Vision
Edited by Daniel L. Belnap, Gaye Strathearn,
and Stanley A. Johnson

A dark and dreary waste, a man in a shining robe,
a rod of iron, and a tree of life—these symbols
evoke powerful images in our minds and deepen
our appreciation for the Book of Mormon:
Another Testament of Jesus Christ. The 2011
Sperry Symposium volume explores the rich
symbolism of Lehi’s dream and Nephi’s vision,
placing such symbols as the mists of darkness, the great and spacious building, and the church of the Lamb of God in the context of the last days. By
introducing new perspectives to a familiar account, this volume offers a stirring reminder of the implications for Latter-day Saints.
ISBN: 978-1-6080-8738-8, Retail: $31.99
Under the Gun: West German and Austrian
Latter-day Saints in World War II
Roger P. Minert

This volume is filled with fascinating stories of
members of the LDS Church in West Germany
and Austria during World War II. Learn about
the conditions the German Saints faced during
World War II. They did not have access to the
many conveniences American Saints took for
granted—including local Church leaders, clean
places to meet, cars, and temples. Germany was one of the war fronts where
homes were destroyed and friends and families were killed. Unlike American
soldiers returning to their homes, nearly half of the German Saints had no
home to which to return. Hundreds of them served in the German military,
while thousands more stayed home and endeavored to keep their families and
the Church alive. Their stories of joy and suffering are presented in this book.
Readers will be touched by the faith and dedication shown by these Saints—
young and old, military and civilian.
ISBN: 978-0-8425-2798-9, Retail: $29.99
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Salt Lake City:
The Place Which God Prepared
Edited by Scott C. Esplin and Kenneth L. Alford

For more than 150 years, “Come, Come, Ye
Saints,” the anthem of the pioneer journey, has
praised Salt Lake City as “the place which God
for us prepared.” This new book from Brigham
Young University’s Religious Studies Center discusses the fulfillment of that poetic longing. The
sixteenth in a series of regional studies on Latterday Saint Church history, it contains a collection
of essays by faculty members in the Department
of Church History and Doctrine discussing Salt Lake’s place in our sacred
story. Topics include histories of significant landmarks, stories from the city’s
past, and discussions of Church organizations. The reader will see connections between the revelations of Joseph Smith and Salt Lake City as a modern
city of Zion, the place, indeed, where the Saints have been blessed.
ISBN: 978-0-8425-2799-6, Retail: $23.99
Joseph Smith’s Translation of the Bible:
Electronic Library
Edited by Scott H. Faulring and Kent P. Jackson

Joseph Smith’s Translation of the Bible: Electronic
Library brings together a wealth of information
and recent scholarship on Joseph Smith’s translation of the Bible. The Electronic Library also
includes images and transcriptions of every page
of the original manuscripts and of the earliest
copies made from those manuscripts, as well as a
collection of recently published studies based on
the manuscripts. Each manuscript is preceded by a short introductory essay.
This collection also includes the entire 851-page book Joseph Smith’s New
Translation of the Bible: Original Manuscripts, edited by Scott H. Faulring,
Kent P. Jackson, and Robert J. Matthews. This powerful tool enables its users
to view the transcriptions, images, and printed texts either individually or
side-by-side in any order, with full capacity to search each text.
ISBN: 978-0-8425-2792-7, Retail: $19.95
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Upcoming Events
For more information about these events, please visit us online at:
http://rsc.byu.edu/conferences-and-symposia
The BYU Church History Symposium

Scheduled for Friday and Saturday, March 2–3, 2012. This year the symposium
will be cosponsored by the Church History Library and will be presented at
two different venues. Friday, March 2, will be in the LDS Conference Center
Theater in Salt Lake City. March 3 will be at the BYU Conference Center on
the BYU campus. The theme of this year’s conference will highlight the
life and teachings of President Joseph F. Smith. Elder M. Russell Ballard, a
direct descendant of President Smith, will be the keynote speaker on Friday.
Selected papers from the symposium will be published in a book by the BYU
Religious Studies Center. This symposium is free to attend. For more information, please visit http://rsc.byu.edu/symposia/churchhistory.
The BYU Easter Conference

Scheduled for Saturday, April 7, 2012. Presenters will speak about the Savior,
his life, his mission, the Atonement, and his influence in our lives today. The
conference will feature notable Church leaders, historians, scholars, educators, and authors. The conference also features special instrumental and vocal
presentations. Attending the BYU Easter Conference is an ideal way to celebrate Easter Sunday. This conference is free to attend and registration is not
required. For more information, please visit http://easterconference.byu.edu.
The Fortieth Annual Sidney B. Sperry Symposium

Scheduled for October 26–27, 2012. The keynote speaker will present in
the Joseph Smith Building auditorium Friday, October 26, at 6:30 p.m. The
Sidney B. Sperry Symposium at Brigham Young University has become one
of the premier venues for Latter-day Saint religious study. Over the past
four decades, both the conference and its corresponding publications have
expanded in scope and outreach, extending the impact of Religious Education
at BYU. Like Sperry himself, today’s Sperry Symposium influences thousands through seminars and publications. For more information, please visit
http://rsc.byu.edu/symposia/sperry.
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Staff Spotlight
Editorial Board Member
Roy E. Christensen was born in Copperton, Utah. He served a mission to Denmark and graduated from Brigham Young University.
He and his wife, Carol Maxwell, have been married fifty-five years
and have eleven children and forty-nine grandchildren. He was
the founder or cofounder of four companies traded on the New
York and NASDAQ Stock Exchanges. He taught seminary for six
years and taught part time at BYU in both the Marriott School of
Management (MBA program) and Religious Education. He served
as an adviser to a governor, to a president, and to a Cabinet secretary.
He has served as a temple worker in two temples for fourteen years
and serves currently as a sealer in the Newport Beach California
Temple. For thirty-five years, he has led tour groups to the Middle
East, including Israel, Jordan, Egypt, Turkey, and Greece.

Editorial Intern
Nyssa Silvester is a junior from El Dorado Hills, California. Though
she has always had a penchant for grammar and usage, she did not
start studying literature until she came to BYU, where she is now
working toward a degree in English. Now in the English major, she
finds particular interest in literary theory and postcolonial studies.
In addition, Nyssa spends her spare time serving as a developmental editor at Leading Edge, a publication for speculative fiction. She
started editing for the Religious Studies Center in April 2011 and
hopes to continue until she graduates in April 2013. Nyssa lives in
Provo with her husband, Neal, and cat, Tzeitel.

Design Intern
Art Morrill is a senior from New Brunswick, Canada. Some of his
earliest memories consist of sitting at the kitchen table with paper
and markers. This led him to pursue a bachelor of fine arts in studio
arts with an emphasis in painting and drawing. He is also obtaining certification to teach K-12 art classes. Eventually, he hopes to
teach at a university or high-school level while continuing his own
art practice. Aside from painting and drawing, Art enjoys playing
the guitar, hiking, woodworking, and skateboarding. But most especially he enjoys wrestling with his kids. He currently resides in Provo,
Utah, with his wife, Naomi, and their two sons, Hyrum and Jude.
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Complete author guidelines are provided at
rsc.byu.edu/RSCStyleGuide.pdf. All manuscripts
should be submitted electronically to
rsc@byu.edu. Hard-copy submissions are
accepted only if an electronic copy is included.
Manuscripts should be double-spaced, including
quotations. Authors should follow style conventions of The Chicago Manual of Style, 16th edition,
and the Style Guide for Publications of The Church
of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, 3rd edition,
as reﬂected in a recent issue of the Religious
Educator.
Manuscripts will be evaluated by the following
questions:
1. Does the manuscript address a clear thesis?
Does the argument proceed cautiously and
logically? Is the writing clear? Is it engaging and
interesting? If not, why?

2. To what degree is the author knowledgeable on
the topic as a whole, as shown, for example, by
content, phrasing, contextualizing, thorough use
of the best sources, and bibliography? Does the
author adequately acknowledge and deal with
opposing views? If not, why?
3. Does the manuscript present signiﬁcant new
data or new perspectives? What is its main contribution? Will people want to read this ten years
from now? Does it make a contribution without
resorting to sensationalism or controversy?
4. Does the author follow the canons of responsible scholarship (uses sound and fair methodology;
documents arguable facts)? If not, why?
5. Is the manuscript faith-promoting? Is the piece
in harmony with the established doctrine of the
Church?
If a manuscript is accepted, authors will be
notiﬁed and asked to provide photocopies of all
source materials cited, arranged in order, numbered to match the endnotes, and highlighted to
show the quotations or paraphrases. Photocopies
of source material must include title page and
source page with the highlighted quotations.

Editorial Questions
For questions or comments, e-mail us at
rsc@byu.edu or write to Religious Educator,
167 HGB, Provo, UT 84602-2701.
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